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The intent of this study was to investigate whether
kindergarten children whose first language is Spanish
developed oral Spanish and English skills more readily
through an organized program designed to meet their specific
linguistic needs.
In the analysis of oral language, the Gloria and
David Bilingual Spanish/English materials were administered
to 10 Spanish-speaking students of Puerto Rican background
at West Street School, in Holyoke, Massachusetts. Oral
language competency was measured by means of two oral
language assessment instruments: The Gloria and David Oral
Language Assessment and the Day Language Screen. The 30
children, 10 in each of three groups, were first, pre-tested
to assess entry skills; second, aural-oral instructional
materials were administered to one group over a period of
XI
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the same instruments as for the pre-test.
The following factors in language development were
investigated: (1) phonological, morphological, and syn-
tactical variations as produced on the children's responses
to the two Spanish and English assessment instruments;
(2) the extent that the speech production of children
varied from pre-test to post-test as a result of having
received the special treatment; and, (3) the extent that
the verbal performance of one (experimental) group using
the materials differ from two (control) groups not using
the Gloria and David materials.
Some general observations of the program's effec-
tiveness, and recommendations for future use of the Oral
Language materials were also made.
The analysis revealed significant differences in
oral language growth as a result of receiving the special
treatment. Subjective interpretation also suggests that
the 10 children receiving the special attention also became
more animated; that allowing them to speak the language
assists in second language learning, and more importantly,
that children's self-confidence is enhanced when the home
language is used for instruction.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
Statement of the Problem
The purpose of the study was to investigate
whether kindergarten children whose first language is
Spanish developed oral Spanish and English skills more
readily through an organized program designed to meet their
specific linguistic needs, as contrasted with no specific
language program. A secondary objective was to make some
general observations of the program's effectiveness, and
recommendations for future use of the Oral Language Mater-
ials .
It has become apparent today that there is a sig-
nificant number of children in the public schools whose
native language is not English and whose needs cannot be
fully met through a traditional curriculum. Of this popu-
lation, approximately 2,500,000 are native Spanish-speaking
students (Modiano, 1973). Unfortunately, the public schools
have failed to provide adequate curriculum materials for
bilingual education.^ One result of this lack is that
^Historically the educational system has provided
different curriculum designs, e.g., one that uses English
as a Second Language (ESL) program with an English component
only, and one with English and a Spanish component. This
researcher proposes that schools should teach the academic
curriculum in the language of the child as well as provide
2the education for children whose first language is Spanish
has been greatly impaired.
The U.S. Commission on Civil Rights has documented
the failure of American education with respect to Spanish-
speaking children (G.P.O., April, 1971). The Commission
reported the following findings:
1. Massive dropouts of Spanish- speaking students
through 12 years of schooling;
2. Consistently low reading achievement among
Spanish-speaking students, which thwarts suc-
cess in other academic disciplines;
3. Extensive classroom failures causing grade
repetition
;
4. Resultant overageness of the student who has
been left behind; and
5. Student non-participation in extracurricular
activities
.
Such schooling failures cause a large discrepancy
between the expectations of formal education and the actual
results of the educational experience (Pearl, 1972).
The failure of the school to meet the needs of the
Spanish- speaking children is most obvious in its instructional
him with instruction in learning the second language. By
all indications, it is necessary for a non-English speaker
to speak in his own language in order to develop cognitive
knowledge and skills while he is learning English as a
second language.
3program. A child whose native language is Spanish is
usually taught exclusively in English, and schools try to
prepare him to operate in a society different from his own,
ignoring his experiences and life style altogether. This
^^ct makes the dropout rates of Spanish— speaking children
from our institutions of public education understandable.^
The gap that exists between a child’s spoken lan-
guage and the language of instruction in the classroom must
be narrowed if children are to achieve in school. Failure
there may likely lead to a doomed life in the "Poverty
Cycle" (Williams, 1971), or more specifically to becoming
a pawn in an environment of oppression.
Horn, Martin and Castaneda (1971) and Stemmier
(1966) agreed that competence in oral production and com-
prehension of a language is prerequisite to learning to
read. Dechant (1972) pointed out that the child's pro-
ficiency in the communication and language skills of both
speaking and listening is the best indicator of the child's
reading readiness. Spache (1966) and Stauffer (1969) con-
firmed the importance of verbal ability as a factor in
^U.S. Office of Education (USOE/OHEW) "Quest for
Equality," Report of the National Advisory Committee on
Mexican American Education to the U.S. Commission of Educa-
tion (Albuquerque Southwestern Cooperative Educational
Laboratory, 1968).
The first report stated that "The average Mexican
American children in the Southwest dropped out of school
by the seventh grade. In Texas, 89 per cent dropped out of
school before they finished high school."
4reading achievement. Cazden (1973^ and Natalico-Williams
(1971) have called for more research in child language
that includes the various styles of speech used by children
in various situations.
As long as educators remain uninformed in regard
to language and its relationship to reading, reports like
the following are inevitable.
Reports from the U.S. Commission of Education
(Allen, 1969):
1. One out of four students has significant
reading deficiencies;
2. Up to one-half of the students in large city
systems read below grade level;
3. There are three million illiterates in the
adult population;
4. About one-half of the unemployed youth, ages
16-21, are functionally illiterate; and
5. Three-quarters of the juvenile offenders in
New York are retarded in reading by two
or more years
.
Allen places reading in national perspective. At
national and international levels there seems to be un-
doubtedly that a reading problem exists. In the United
States the "Right to Read" has become a national goal for
the 1970 's, replacing moon landings as the focus of a
massive national effort. It has been decided that an ideal
5technology of reading instruction can be found, provided
adequate resources are allocated to systematic development.
The decision is an act of faith similar to that of the
space program in the belief that a committed organized
effort could generate a technology to put a man on the
moon (Smith, 1973).
The above reports are reflections of the need for
adequate oral language assessment before and after instruc-
tion throughout the elementary years of schooling as well
as implications for appropriate and efficient programs for
oral language development. A systematic approach will give
specific directions for reading instruction, especially for
the linguistically distinct children whose language struc-
tures may be different from those used by their teachers
(Stemmier, 1966; Rich, 1972). Adequate assessment would be
a first step in improving the instruction of the Spanish-
speaking children in the schools.
The school needs to assess the child's language
skills in order to develop a specific curriculum that will
meet his distinct individual needs and that will give him
support in his cognitive, social and self development.
Without language assessment, the school will likely continue
to fail to recognize and accept the role the child s domi-
nant language plays in his learning capability. Several
researchers have cautioned against the use of standardized
testing with culturally and linguistically distinct children
6since these tests often yield misleading data. Stemmier
(1967) stated that there are some school personnel who
are already fully aware of the damage which can occur
when measures which are designed for other populations are
used with linguistically distinct children. Manuel Ramirez
III (1972) found a difference in I.Q. scores of as much as
13.15 where children were tested both in English and
Spanish
.
The need for oral language development in the cur-
riculum for Spanish-speaking children prompted the research
of this study. This researcher administered an Oral Language
Program, the Gloria and David Bilingual Spanish/English
Series (GDBSE)
,
(Devine, 1958), to 10 Puerto Rican, Spanish-
speaking, kindergarten children (from two classrooms attend-
ing the morning session) in the West Street School in
Holyoke, Massachusetts, for a period of eight weeks
(March, 1973 to May, 1973). Prior to treatment, the child-
ren were tested with the Gloria and David Oral Language
Assessment (GDOLA)
,
(Natalicio-Williams
,
1971) and the Day
Language Screen (DLS), (Day, 1970). They were tested again
with the same instruments upon completion of the treatment.
The data was compared with two similar groups, one attending
the morning session and a second group attending the after-
noon session. These children were mixed from two kinder-
garten classrooms in the same school who were pre- and post-
3
tested but who did not receive the special treatment.
7Intelligence test scores and achievement test scores were not
used in this study because it was believed that these scores
were not true indicators of ability for the culturally-
^^^Suist ically distinct children whose oral language pro-
duction was sampled.
Delimitations of the Study
Variables which the researcher could not account for
during the study and that may have influenced the outcome
of the study were the fact that:
1. This study was confined to testing a small
group of Puerto Rican children and cannot be
generalizable to other Spanish-speaking students
of different backgrounds;
2. There is no way of knowing to what degree the
individualized instruction may have had impli-
cations for the results;
3. The group was small and a great diversity of
learning styles
,
rate of achievement and social
economic backgrounds existed;
4. The researcher was bilingual;
^The guidance for setting up the design of the study
was given through personal interviews by Dr. Thomas Oliver
,
curriculum specialist at Federal City College, Washington,
D.C., Dr. Diana Natalicio, linguist at University of El Paso
Texas and researcher of the GDOLA, Dr. David Day at the
University of Massachusetts, and author of the DLS , and
Dr. Reyes Mazon, director of the Institute for Cultural
Pluralism at State University of San Diego in California.
85. The researcher was not the classroom teacher;
6. The number readiness tutoring in Spanish which
was provided by a third teacher as part of the
School’s daily curriculum was given to some of
the students in the study and might have had a
bearing on the results of the study; and,
7 . It was assumed that because the equipment so
closely resembled a television instrument, all
of the children would immediately respond to
it positively even at the beginning of the
testing
.
Significance of the Study
This study was designed to identify and compare
significant differences in phonological, morphological and
syntactical variations in oral responses among Spanish-
speaking children at the kindergarten level in order to
determine the child’s language competency in the dominant
and second language, as well as in the areas of language not
yet developed by the child. The data gathered is to be
used to make curriculum recommendations for oral language
programs
.
The data from this study may be used (1) to determine
whether or not a structured oral language program is neces-
sary; (2) to provide bases for instructional development;
and (3) to plan and implement training programs for teachers
9who will be involved with the education of culturally and
linguistically distinct children.
The following factors in language development
were investigated:
1. Phonological, morphological and syntactical
variations as produced on children’ s responses
to the two Spanish and English oral language
assessment instruments;
2. Children’s growth in oral language performance
after having been treated with the GDBSE
;
3. The extent that linguistic production of child-
ren varied from pre-test to post-test as a
result of having received treatment with the
GDBSE; and,
4. The extent that the verbal performance of one
(experimental) group using the GDBSE materials
differ from two (control) groups not using the
GDBSE materials.
Specifically, the following question was of main
interest: Would verbal performance of one (experimental)
group using specific oral language materials (GDBSE)
differ from two (control) groups not using a specific pro-
gram (GDBSE)?
10
To answer this question the following null hypotheses
were projected:
Hypothesis: 1. There are no statistically signi-
ficant differences in the Spanish and English
phonological, morphological, and syntactical
gain scores between students in the experimental
and the control group who attend the morning
session.
Hypothesis: 2. There are no statistically signi-
ficant differences in the Spanish and English
phonological, morphological, and syntactical
gain scores between students in the morning
experimental group and the control group who
attend the afternoon session.
CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF LITERATURE AND RELATED RESEARCH
Introduction
In the 1960 ’s linguists, psychologists, psycho-
linguists, and educators acknowledged the importance of
focusing on the language-reading competencies of children
entering the educational system for the first time. This
awareness by social scientists resulted in more research
focusing on the study of oral language and its relation
to reading achievement at the early elementary grade
level. Representative studies and descriptions of signifi-
cant research will be described in the following order:
A. Rationale for' Oral Language Assessment
B. Oral Language Assessment and Teacher Training
C. The Need for Oral Language Programs in
the School Curriculum
D. Syntheses of Language and Reading
E. Relationship of Oral Language and Reading
F. Socio-Economic Factors Affecting
Language Development
G. Reading Skill Acquisition and Foreign
Language Interference
12
Rationale for Oral Language Assessment
A comprehensive view of the curriculum for linguistically
distinct children requires a consideration of the nature and
needs of the individual, the aspirations and requirements of
society
,
and the process by which the individual incorporates
experiences (Taba, 1962).
Generally, deprivation is recognized as the greatest
hazard to the growth process, whether it be of food, of exper-
ience, or of affection. Competency in oral language and in
reading falls in the verbal experience area. The easiest
things to discover and to appraise in the study of the language
curriculum are the areas of experience where presence or ab-
sence can be guaranteed; one can easily establish the broad
contrasts between literate and non-literate groups. It is
much more difficult to determine the subtleties of differences
within a broad group of curriculum experiences provided for
the majority (Brickman, 19 64)
.
Mazon (1972) indicates that the school should capita-
lize on the language assets of the child and on how the child
uses what language he already knows to help himself in the
learning situation, especially in the primary task of learn-
ing to read. Jaramillo (1973) states that if schools have
failed in the development of curriculum and reading programs
for children who speak "Standard American English," it has
failed even more to meet the needs of linguistically distinct
children.
13
Unless a child’s language is evaluated, much time will
be wasted in trying to teach him to read. Bordi (1970) stresses
the need for early language evaluation when he states that
measuring instruments are required which will allow identifi-
cation of areas requiring support and subsequent proper place-
ment in appropriate classroom or school groupings.
Stemmier (1966) indicates that there is a lack of appro-
priate measures for properly assessing the language of begin-
ning students whose dominant language is other than the one
in which the school system operates. School personnel for
the most part are becoming more aware of the damage which can
occur when measures which are designed for other populations
are used for the linguistically distinct. Without measures
and techniques which clearly identify the specific character-
istics of the level(s) at which a child is operating, it is
extremely difficult for a teacher to know with any confidence
where to begin, and not knowing where to begin makes it
almost impossible to plan a sequenced, and appropriate pro-
gram which will have real appeal for the children for whom
it is intended. Mazon (1972) also states that if levels of
language status can be identified, then carefully planned
starting points for instruction can be identified for var-
ious children.
14
Oral Language Assessment and Teacher Training
The Natalicio-Williams (1971) Report establishes the
validation of a sentence repetition technique (GDOLA) for the
oral language assessment of linguistically distinct children.
The Natalicio-Williams Report also gives a complete picture
of the information that can be gleaned from the use of this
technique. In brief, this sentence repetition instrument
assesses language dominance, production, phonology, and mor-
phology in both English and Spanish.
Several studies have been conducted using the Gloria
and David Test as the basic instrument for assessing oral
language. Bradley (1970) and Taylor (1969) and Rich (1972)
devoted effort to reviewing oral language tests that are
currently in use. Rich found that when combined with other
measures the GDOLA has a high relevance with regard to pre-
dicting reading ability.
Stemmier (1966) and Day (1970) who have developed
language cognition tests in Spanish and English with "high
reliability" indicate that these tests will sample a primary
school beginner’s (1) knowledge of language through his use
of syntax and (2) use of concepts or categories, relation-
ships, and general cognitive methods as they are manifested
in the language the child uses. The Language Cognition Test
(LCT) developed by Anne Stemmier (1966) was field-tested with
approximately 700 first grade children in San Antonio in
1966 while using a discovery oriented science program. The
15
first part of the test (Spontaneous Language) used was
correlated with the Spanish and English version of the Inter-
American Test of Reading for Primary Level I. The Day Lan-
guage Screen (DLS)
,
one of the tests used in this study, was
field-tested (in its Spanish form) with native Colombian
children in South America.
The above are an indication that language experts are
becoming more aware of the need for more research, field-
testing, and remodelling of such tests.
Sociolinguists indicate that before a teacher can
use an oral language assessment , he or she must be sensitive
to the language differences of their children. However,
teachers are still confused regarding these differences, i.e.,
teachers must learn the structure of their own language in
contrast to their children’s language (Natalicio-Williams
,
1971). Mazdn (1972) states that although the need for this
sensitivity is now recognized by both university faculty and
teachers in the field, teacher training programs have so far
not been very effective in providing trainees with sensiti-
vity to oral language differences.
Mazon offers an Oral Language Assessment Training
(OLAT) Series which represents a first step in meeting that
need. OLAT is part of a training package designed to sen-
sitize teachers to the community, the home, the culture and
the language of the children in their classrooms.
16
The first: step consists of a training package which
contains an overview of the philosophy of bilingual/bicultural
education to enable the teachers to become aware of the cul-
turally and linguistically distinct child as he is— a function-
ing member of his family and community. The main emphasis
here is self-concept. Next comes a total immersion in the
community, the home, and the culture which enables the
teacher to treat the child's language variations as language
differences, not as deficiencies. The teacher will then be
able to prescribe instruction according to the child's lan-
guage development and cultural dominance.
The OLAT Series of 10 individualized instructional
modules consisting of an Introduction to Social and Regional
Dialects, an Introduction to Applied Linguistics, Phonology
,
•Morphology and Syntax, and an Introduction to Applied Lin-
guistics as it applies to English and Spanish contrasts and
Black"American" English Dialects, and "Standard English"
contrasts
,
The Need for Oral Language Programs
in the School Curriculum
Some basic considerations for bilingual/bicultural
education , — Linguists have stated that many children from
the lower socio-economic groups do not speak "Standard
English," They tend to speak a dialect of Standard English,
For many of them when they come to school their ability to
communicate with other people is one of the few skills about
17
which they can really feel secure. If the teacher is not
sensitive to the child's communication style, she begins im-
mediately to inhibit the communication between herself and the
child (Oliver, 1968). This serves as a continuing negative
reinforcer on the learning situation.
By not taking into account the life experiences and
background of the child the school consciously or unconsciously
forces the child to assimilate the life style of the dominant
language of the school without providing him with adequate
preparation for full participation in that life style. When
the child learning English speaks in the classroom and he is
criticized because he is not speaking "good" English or
"good" Spanish, he feels rejected, e.g., even when a well-
meaning teacher tries to change the way the child says things
by constantly correcting his errors, the teacher is in a
sense destroying the child. To deprive him of his way of
expressing himself in his own language is to take away his
security in interacting, especially in the event that teachers
use a different language in the classroom. This disrespect
for his choice of words is also a disrespect for the feelings
of the child. He develops a negative perception of himself
and of the way he speaks
,
which can inhibit his personal and
academic growth (Palomares, 1972),
The affective aspects in dealing with children's
growth and development must also be given attention. Teachers
must be aware of the culture the child brings to the classroom.
18
Where the child's home-culture experiences differ from
that of the school culture, instructional strategies which
are more relevant to his own learning style should be
developed (Arvizu, 1972).
Appropriate instructional materials for different Spanish-
speaking children .— Mari Luci Jaramillo (1973) states
that there is a lack of adequate materials for the Spanish-
speaking child and especially regional materials. Until
very recently, the deficit models presented in classes have
left the minority child entirely unprovided for, as have
teacher-training programs left the teachers untrained and
cultural traits other than those of the dominant culture have
seldom been considered.^ Furthermore, Jaramillo states that
in order to provide the appropriate materials to deal with a
Spanish surnamed child, one must take, into consideration the
individual Mother Land experiences. It makes a difference if
that family lives in Spanish Harlem or in the mountain valleys
of New Mexico, or in California’s Imperial Valley. As well,
we must take into consideration individual’s economic status,
past and present. Finally, a Spanish surname does not always
indicate that its owner speaks Spanish, or another Spanish
dialect. In addition to a significant Spanish heritage, we
^For example
,
the ESL classes have left a mark or
stereo-typed the linguistically distinct child in that it is
being taken for granted that because a child cannot speak the
language he is "different" and ESL classes should be started
at once.
19
must add whatever degree of exposure to the Anglo culture
any individual child has experienced,
Jaramillo goes on to say that for a Spanish-speaking
person, there exists a vast "continuum" between his traditional
mother culture and contemporary America. Each individual
falls somewhere along a continuum according to his background
and experiences. It is significant how an individual defines
himself in relation to this continuum: does he call himself
a Mexican or a Chicano or an American of Spanish descent?
Such a label is a good indication of how much he identifies
with his culture.
Regardless of where a Spanish-speaking child identi-
fies himself in that continuum, he will find little if any-
thing in his school’s curriculum that relates to his Spanish
heritage. One area of such need in the curriculum is in
(1) the area of reading (for the linguistically distinct).
In most school systems one will find that the curriculum
reflects the traditional middle class Anglo-American value
system. Almost never does one find a curriculum geared to
a child who comes from a low-income background or curriculum
that is geared towards the child whose dominant language is
not English. This raises serious questions in relation to
the function and objectives of the school. The primary
American principle challenged is that schools are to provide
"equal educational opportunity" for all children regardless
of race, language or nationality. One only needs to examine
20
the language of the school, and the values implied and its
language usage to see how it discriminates against children
whose dominant language is not English.
As in educational theories of learning, conceptual
development takes place continuously from- pre-school through
high school, e.g., in language development the child begins
by imitating sounds, later developing words, and after pro-
ceeds to use phrases to the point of expressing complete
thoughts
,
and eventually developing concepts
.
In any language program that has as its goal biling-^ 2
ualism, one must look into the necessary skills or conceptual
development that must be integrated into that program, i.e.,
the language development and cultural development. The ideal
design is to teach the academic curriculum in the language of
the child and at the same time during the school day to pro-
vide him with instruction in learning the second language.
This will be aimed at the development of the second language
while he is utilizing the concept already grasped, first in
his own language (Palomares, 1972). Since this would not be
able to be attained in every case, it is reasonable to re-
quire teacher training institutions to include a component
of bilingual/bicultural training for teachers that would come
into contact with and would have a high probability of teach-
ing bilingual/biculutral students.
, The basic questions that must be answered before
undertaking a bilingual program are: "Bilingual/bicultural
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education for whom and based on what objectives?" It is
folly to believe that every Spanish-speaking child's early
childhood instruction should be in Spanish merely because he
is Spanish-surnamed
,
for it can be noted that the middle-class
child often speaks English as fluently as his Anglo-American
counterpart. On the other hand, the child from a low-income
family
,
who comes to school with little or no knowledge of
English and with minimal exposure to middle-class school
curriculum experiences, poses a different problem.
’ It is also important to note that no one particular 1
bilingual model is applicable for every geographical area.
The Spanish-surnamed child in Massachusetts is different
from the Spanish-surnamed child in Texas. In fact, his cul-
tural experience differs even from that of the New York
child. It may be possible to identify similarities between
urban and rural Spanish-American children with relationship
to poverty, but it also must be remembered that rural and
urban settings present different stimuli to the growing child.
Pictures of a city are often foreign to the rural child; on
the other hand, pictures of farm machinery are equally for-
eign to the city child (Jaramillo, 1973). •
Palomares (1972) suggests that a program would begin
with the following strategy: Before the child is taught to
read in English he must be helped to develop oral language
abilities in English, based on his Spanish conceptual frame-
work (native language or dialect). The aural-oral skills
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are perfected before moving on to reading and writing by
means of a grammar presented by an aural method that teaches
the student to recognize a different sound, letter order and
correct grammatical structure. He is not taught that his
speech is wrong, but is made aware of the many ways to use
language, and which language to use in a particular situation.
With this in mind, the aural-oral approach has gained pro-
minence as a second language teaching technique. Natalicio
and Williams (1971) have stated that this is a method of in-
struction that places emphasis, especially in the beginning
stage-s, on hearing and speaking the new language rather than
on learning grammatical structure, translation, reading and
writing. The emphasis is entirely upon hearing and speaking
the language first.
One then proceeds with an instructional program in
which the child would start where he is and legitimize the
language that he uses and understands best. Palomares (1972)
indicates that the instruction should be individualized. The
teacher would be able to observe if the child learns intui-
tively or methodically and would also observe what motivates
him to learn. When enough is learned about the child to begin
working with him in subject areas, teaching should begin in
the language most comfortable to him, even if it is a Spanish/
English mixture or "Spanglish." If his mixture is predomin-
antly Spanish, a solid vocabulary in Spanish must be given,
without devaluing the child’s vernacular, i.e., only when the
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child becomes relatively comfortable in his own dialect can
English instruction begin. This shift should occur when the
child becomes so comfortable and proficient that he is ready
to explore the other means of communication. "It may take a
year, two years, or more, depending on the individual."
Syntheses of Language and Reading
Language
. Language has been defined by Arvizu
(1972, IV-3) as "a complex system of communication that
evolves with the cultural experience of the people that
use it. It is a structured system of patterns and units
of expression tied to patterns and units of content that
is used to convey the experience and needs of a people."
Carroll (1964) contends that language serves two
functions, communication and facilitation of thought between
individuals and facilitation of thought within the individual.
Arvizu 's and Carroll's statement have some strong implications
for curriculum and instruction and supports other research
which has been cited in the previous section.
Hays (1970) directs his attention to the interrela-
tionship between language and culture, stating the profes-
sional opinion that language is the vehicle of socializa-
tion, of group solidarity, of tension release, of psycho-
theraphy and of love. Language could not exist without
culture, nor culture without language. This interrelation-
ship is supported by Arvizu (1972),
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Language viewed from a perspective of communicative
competence can be seen as knowledge of both linguistic and
socio-linguistic rules; a knowledge, in other words, both of
language (in the narrow sense of phonology, syntax and
semantics), and of the social world in which it must be used.
According to Cazden (1973 ) a language system is less
di
thorough and more human than Carroll's definition would lead
one to believe; for it can be argued that the same physical
evidence will not lead people to the same picture of the
universe unless their linguistic backgrounds are similar.
Cazden supports Whorf's (1956) reports of his inves-
tigation of Indian language which revealed that some concepts
of the Western world--time, velocity, and matter--are non-
essential for construction of a consistent view of the
universe, as stated by Rich (1972). In using an example,
Whorf explained that "temporal events of English present and
past are marked by words like 'he is running' and 'he was
running' while due to a difference in the way events are
perceived, to the Hopi 'he is running' need not be different
from 'he was running'" (Rich, p. 8).
In citing differences of ways of thinking in different
cultures, Jaramillo (1973) using an example: in English
when dropping an ashtray one will say, "I dropped it (the
/
ashtray)," but in Spanish one will say, "Se me cayo el
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cenisero." Translation in English: "It fell (from my
hands)." That cultural differences have implications for the
classroom is evident. Grammatical order of the language of
the individual must be considered also when programs are
developed for the culturally and linguistically distinct.
It can be said that language is a "structured sys-
tem, for it can be demonstrated that certain arrangements
of sounds or words allow speakers of that particular language
to understand each other. Furthermore, sounds that we would
be inclined to call "the same" in two languages are not
necessarily identical in phonetic detail. For example, both
English and Spanish have a /t/ sound, but the two sounds
differ noticeably in their phonetic properties, at least to
a. trained observer (Rich, 1972). Additionally, word order
is important. In English, word order is essential in con-
veying meaning. "The cat just chased a dog up a tree" and
"the dog just chased the cat up a tree " contain the same
words, but their meanings differ. At the same time Langacker
(1968) states that English signals the difference between
subject and object through word order: "Latin ... signals it
by means of inflectional endings; other languages use still
other devices." (Rich, 1972, p. 8).
Reading .— Horn (1971) views reading as the act in
which the reader derives meaning through the use of recorded
symbols. The reader's comprehension depends on the level
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of difficulty of the concepts expressed — the more removed
the ideas are from the reader’s experience, the more difficult
the passage is for the reader to understand.
Reading, stated Fries (1965), is a process of "re-
sponding to the same set of language signals of the same lang-
uage code" received through the visual medium rather than
through the auditory channel.
Furthermore, Rich (1972) claims that other factors
that influence or hinder meaning are the reader's experience
or background, interest, motivation, study habits, preview
techniques, word attack skills, and "intelligence".
Relationship of Oral Language and Reading
From a different school of thought comes Goodman (1973)
who is more apt to term reading "a psycholinguistic guessing
game." In order to read one must guess, not recklessly,
but on an informed basis. Informed guessing means making
the best use of non-visual information, of what one already
knows. "A key difference between oral and written language
is that speech is most commonly encountered within the
situations in which it is most relevant (Goodman, 1968, p.84).
Speakers may rely on the situational context to make referents
explicit." More precisely, Goodman states that in order to
read one must constantly anticipate in order to enhance the
certainty of what one is reading, and therefore reduce the
amount of visual information required to extract its meaning.
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Goodman says that the reading process is not totally
dependent on oral language. He states that because written
language is "perfectable" and "preservable , " it is not per-
ishable in the sense that oral language is. One assumption
is that readers engage in a process of recoding symbols as
aural input and then decoding. This may take place in the
beginning stages of the acquisition of literacy among some
but Goodman says, it is not necessarily a character-
istic of proficient readers. He uses the example that can be
found in the early stages of learning a second language. The
learner may be going through a process of continuous trans-
lation into his first language before he decodes. But
eventually he must be able to derive meaning directly from
the second language with no recourse to the first just as,
the proficient reader becomes as skillful at deriving mean-
ing from written language as he is from the aural form with
no need to translate one to the other. This supports the
previous research cited in the previous section that the more
developed the oral language is the easier it is to transfer
cues to written language. That it is necessary to build
concepts from what the child already knows so that he can
transfer his oral language to a second language without
having to translate back to his first language is evident.
Smith (1973) agrees with Goodman that there can be
interference with learning to read if the child must worry
about how he pronounces what he reads—literally a superficial
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aspect of reading. However, as part of the reading process
correct pronunciation of interfering sounds must be stressed
because if the child has internalized incorrect sounds, while
learning a second language, he will have to unlearn them be-
fore learning to read the second language (Modiano, 197 3 )
.
Similarly, that superficial syntactical demands can get in the
way of progress, is stated by Smith.
A child who reads I do not have any candy as ’I don't
have no candy' has picked up all the significant fea-
tures of meaning from the text and succeeded in trans-
lating them into his own thought and language
(
d . 19 3 )
.
Likewise, a Spanish-speaking child might think "No tengo
ningun bombon" translated "I don't have no candy." (since
the Spanish language uses the double negative) i Expecting
the child to read "perfectly" if he has not received oral
language training before will probably convey to the child
a completely distorted notion of what reading is about.
He may be expected to derive more visual information from
the text than is possible for even a more mature reader
(Smith, 1973, p. 193.).
Smith (1973 p. 195) states that learning to read is a
complex and delicate task in which almost all the rules,
all the cues, and all the feedback can be obtained only through
the process of reading itself. "Children learn to read only
by reading." Therefore, the only way to help a child learn
to read is to make reading easy for him. This means not
forcing a child to read for words and making chance allowances
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when you want him to speed up or putting too much emphasis
on pronunciation and grammatical errors when the topic is
reading. Stated differently, what Smith is saying is that
teachers must "respond to what the child is trying to do," and
what he calls the one difficult rule for making learning to
read easy. Smith (1973 pp. 195-196) states that the "moti-
vation and the direction of learning to read can only come
from the child, and that he must look for the knowledge and
skills that he needs only in the process of reading."
The process of learning to read is not a simple mat-
ter. Oral language, punctuation, concepts, grammatical
structure, the readiness of the child are some of the fac-
tors that need to be taken into consideration (Rich, 1973).
Cazden (1973) separates learning to speak a language or a
a
dialect from learning to read. She places learning to read
in the broader area of learning about language use. She
calls for further research in the areas of dialects in order
that teachers might be better informed and therefore better
understand the variations in language.
Joos (1961) explains that punctuation is not very
helpful for conveying intonation patterns to a reader, and
normally the reader cannot ask the author questions. Gestures,
facial expressions and other paralinguistic features that
lend meaning to the spoken language are lost in written
30
language. In short, Joos shows that gaining understanding
through printed language requires an ability to mentally
visualize concepts or ideas.
Socio-Economic Factors Affecting Language Development ,
^
Authorities have generally agreed that children have
acquired the phonemic, morphemic and grammatical structures
plus a considerable vocabulary by the time they first enter
school (Cazden, 1972; Brown and Bellugi, 1964; Goodman,
1968). When we view the culturally and linguistically dis-
tinct child who brings to school a different vocabulary as
opposed to the child who is English speaking, we may find that
the acquired language structure of many of these children
may be distinct from the language used by their teachers and
textbooks (Deutsch, 1963). It may also be found that many
ideas and concepts that are familiar to middle-class children
are foreign to the linguistically distinct child who often
comes from a low socio-economic background. Mazon (1973)
estimates that there are "over 30 million persons" who are
Black or Spanish-speaking in the United States, and that over
one-third of the persons in each of these groups are classi-
fied as existing in poverty. It seems reasonable to assume,
then, that a child who speaks a different language and has
socio-economic disadvantages will have reading and school
achievement difficulties in the American-English-based
curriculum developed for a middle and upper socio-economic
population
.
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Proper instruction to help the child learn standard f
English as a part of readiness for instruction seems to be
necessary, while taking into consideration socio-economic
factors that have been found to influence the type of language
structure the child brings to school (Labov, 1970; McDavid,
1969). Failure, frustration and damage to the self-concept
occurs as children cannot cope with the school learning
situation (Oliver, 1968).
Factors Influencing Reading Skills Acquisition
and Foreign Language Interference
As schools now operate, nearly all academic activities
depend on reading, and, with the exception of a few ESL pro-
grams, this means reading in English. Yet, how can a child
read in a language he can barely understand, let alone speak?
According to Modiano (1973) there are essentially two
aspects of what is meant by "able to read." One aspect in-
cludes the "decoding skills." The other is concerned with
reading comprehension.
Modiano goes on to say that within the concern for
the acquisition of "decoding skills" there are two major
approaches (1) the "phonics" approach and (2) the "sight-
vocabulary" approach. Even though both approaches are neces-
sary for decoding of written symbols, and few instructional
programs so stress one as to ignore the other , the phonics
approach still seems to have the upper hand.
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Many of the Spanish-speaking educators have confirmed
the belief that while most six-year olds can, if given time
and patient instruction, learn to do each of the approaches
above in their mother tongue; they have considerable diffi-
culty in doing any of them in a foreign language (Ullibarri,
1972; Estupinian, 1973 and others).
First, all the teacher talk which we call instruc-
tion is largely unintelligible in a second language.
Meaningful instruction can occur only at a primitive
’grunt and point’ level, with the child expected to
react like a robot or a circus animal responding to
the commands of its trainer (Modiano, 1973, p. 30).
Second, the child has difficulty in distinguishing
many of the sounds of the foreign language, especially those
which do not involve minimal contrasts in his own. Thus, a
Spanish-speaker has difficulty in distinguishing the vowel
phonemes in /bit/ and /biyt/ for bit and beat; and the con-
sonant phonemes /s/ and /c/ are many times reversed for ship
and chip. The inability of second-language learners to hear
many of the sounds of a new language has been made known by
linguists for a long time, but not by most reading teachers
(Natalicio, 1971).
Third, the child has difficulty in detecting individual
letters. As reading is taught for the most part, the
individual letters are presented in relation to words which
include their sounds. For the child who is unable to hear
the sounds or understand the words, this remains a senseless
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rote procedure (Modiano, 1973), Psychologists have stated
that individuals perceive and remember only that which has
meaning for them (Piaget, 1969; Bruner, 1962; Dechant,
1968; Smith, 1973). In contrast with the phonics approach
the Spanish-speaker is expected to be able to hear all of
the sounds of the second language as known by native
speakers of the language, even though he cannot distinguish
some of those sounds.
While the Spanish-speaker encounters great diffi-
culty in learning to read through the phonics approach, he
also finds it just as difficult to learn by the sign-
vocabulary approach (Modiano, 1973). Ervin-Tripp (1963)
states that while there may be no expectation that the child
be able to unlock a word through its individual letters, he
is expected to recognize each word through its visual form
and attach an appropriate meaning to it. Furthermore, as
stated by Modiano, his teacher will be able to communicate
with him only at a rudimentary level.
It has been indicated that it is only when a child
knows enough of the second language to understand what he
is "reading" that he can begin to really "read." The more
he comes into contact with the second language, the more
rapidly he is likely to learn it. Children who live in
integrated communities where English is an important out-
of-school language for them tend to learn it more rapidly
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than do those who live in so called ethnic "pockets"
(Jaramillo, 1973). Estupinian (1973) states that frustra-
tions of worthlessness serve only to further retard the
learning of reading. In linguistically isolated communi-
ties, the most common response is to drop out of school after
the minimal years of attendance.
Nevertheless, it is confirmed by linguists that
when children can read in their own language, they have less
trouble reading in the second one (Cazden, 1973).
The other aspect concerned with the act of reading •
is comprehension. After the child has learned to decode in
a foreign language, he has to understand what it is he is
decoding. Two major factors have been found to affect com-
prehension (1) vocabulary and (2) verbal intelligence
(Modiano, 1973). Researchers, according to Modiano, have
linked these two factors to a knowledge of the structure of
the language. "They also state that there are additional
factors such as attitude, frustration level, and legibility
which also affect comprehension" (Modiano, 1973, p. 33).
If vocabulary plays an important part in reading
comprehension, then the person who is limited to the number
of concepts he knows in the second language because they
have not been introduced is unmistakably at a disadvantage.
The second factor in reading comprehension according to
Modiano has been linked with some aspect of logical reasoning.
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Some have related it to grammatical proficiency, and others
have suggested that "it is composed of verbal intelligence
and the understanding of verbal relationships" Modiano,
1973, p. 34). Labov (1970) has shown that the reader
depends upon grammatical clues to give meaning to the words
and sentences he reads. Thus, it has been indicated that a
person who is ignorant of the differences of the probable
structure of the language is being harmed.
With regard to attitudinal factors, as it has been • **
mentioned above, that even if decoding skills have been
learned, the Spanish-speaker has great difficulty in under-
standing what is being read until he learns the second
language. The child is at the same time aware of how he is
being compared to the native speaker. In the first grade
the teacher may have given the child a first grade readej^^
in the second grade the child is given the same book to read
and knows that he is not learning to read as quickly as he
"should." He is letting his teacher down, feels frustrated,
and is a failure (Ochoa, 1973).
These feelings of frustration and failure which
directly affect the acquisition of reading skills and com-
prehension have long been recognized (Stemmier, 1967;
Day, 1972; Mazon, 1972; and others). Palomares (1972) has
gone so far as to consider attitudinal factors the single
most important element in reading achievement. As one can
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see, these feelings of frustration teach the child that *
reading is a disagreeable task. For these reasons bilingual
programs should be promoted in order that the child is
offered reading instruction first in his own language, so
^hat the frustrations of learning to read a foreign language
are lessened. No child should have to face a task any more
difficult than any other child in our American system of
education in the act of learning to read.
CHAPTER III
METHODS AND PROCEDURES
Sample Population of Study
Two kindergarten classes at West Street School were
the experimental group for this study. The student com-
position of the two kindergarten classrooms at West Street
School was 38 Spanish-speaking students of Puerto Rican
background.^ The study focused on 30 Spanish-speaking
students (20 boys and 10 girls). The remaining eight
students were added as alternates to compensate for the
attrition rate (as suggested by the West Street administra-
tion from the previous month's record). Thus, all students
were pre-tested. The 22 non-Spanish-speaking students were
not included in this study.
The children included in :±he study were placed in
one of three groups after pre-testing with the GDOLA and
DLS. (1) The morning experimental group receiving aural-
oral Spanish-English (hereafter known as AOSE) training
using the Gloria and David Oral Language instructional
^The two kindergarten teachers at West Street
School stated that the parents of these students had
recently moved from Puerto Rico, and that Spanish was
their major language at home.
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materials. (2) The morning control group not receiving
instruction with the Gloria and David special program known
as the Non-Aural-Oral Morning group (hereafter referred to
as NAO-AM). (3) The afternoon control group not receiving
instruction with the Gloria and David special program
known as the Non-Aural-Oral Afternoon group (hereafter
referred to as NAO-PM)
.
After pre-testing took place, 20 students (14 boys
and six girls) out of the 25 Spanish-speaking students
attending the morning session were matched as closely as
possible. (See Table 3 in Chapter IV for comparability of
the three groups.) The variables by which the children
were matched included: (1) Ability of the child's fluency
and comprehension in the dominant language as determined
from the results of the pre-tests used, and (2) An attempt
was made where possible to match the groups by sex.
The morning session matched group was randomly
divided for either the experimental group or the control
group. Ten out of the 13 Spanish-speaking students at-
tending the afternoon session made up the second control
group that was matched with the morning control group by
the same criteria used to match the two morning groups.
Specifically, the criteria for grouping the
children for the sample were as follows:
39
1. The children were linguistically dominant in
Spanish or bilingual
,
and were comparable in
comprehension, as determined from the results
of the pre-tests;
2. They were of kindergarten age level;
3. They were in kindergarten for the first time;
4. They demonstrated normal hearing acuity, and
no noticeable speech pathologies, as determined
from cumulative records which showed that the
children had been given a hearing test.
Instruction Given to the Children in the
Study During an Eight Week Period
The experimental group received instructions with
the oral language materials (GDBES) provided by William
2
R. Devine, Language Art, Inc. from Austin, Texas. The
^The materials for instruction are a taped and
filmstrip series of lessons. There are 28 lessons in the
beginning Spanish series and 28 lessons in the beginning
English series. Essentially the same mechanical equipment
and the repetition techniques as for the GDOLA were used,
i.e., the filmstrip is placed in a sound and picture de-
vice called the "Teacher Assistant." Each subject watches
the filmstrip on a television-like screen and listens to
the model sentences through a set of earphones , then orally
reproduces what he hears. This reproduction can be recorded
on the third track of the audio tape.
Each lesson contains a translation of each sen-
tence before the English or Spanish modeled sentence is
introduced. First, the model introduces the sentence.
Second, the child is asked to repeat each word separately
after the model. Third, the child is asked to repeat the
sentence with the model in a normal pace. (See Appendix A
for a complete description of the materials.)
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researcher (who is bilingual) instructed the 10 children
in the experimental group, one at a time, for approximately
15 minutes a day, starting at 8:30 A.M. until 11:15 A.M.
each day for eight weeks, beginning in March, 1973 until
May, 1973. Each child received individual instruction of
approximately 38 lessons or a total of seven contact hours
during the study. There were two weeks of vacation at two
different times within this eight week period. The in-
struction in aural-oral language which was given to the
10 children replaced the regular reading instruction or
other regular kindergarten activities during each day. To
minimize interference with their regular instruction, the
children were taken from their classrooms when it was most
convenient for them. In addition to the preceding a
supplementary bilingual teacher (not the classroom teacher)
was assigned to tutor some of the Spanish-speaking children
in some number readiness instruction (for approximately
15 minutes a day). These Spanish-speaking children did
not speak nor understand English (as indicated by the
classroom teachers). There were 18 students, eight from
the experimental group and 10 from the two control groups
who shared this instruction.
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Instruction Given to the Two Control Groups
The morning and afternoon control groups, 10 in the
morning and 10 in the afternoon, received the regular kin-
dergarten classroom instruction. Since regular classroom
teachers for these kindergarteners were not bilingual, most
classroom instruction was in "Standard English."
In an interview with the two kindergarten teachers
to determine what kind of instruction in oral language was
being given in the classroom, the teachers stated that they
had either "show and tell" or a short period in the day of
"reading readiness" type activities for self-expression.
There was no formal language training in Spanish. English
materials utilized by the kindergarten teachers did not
provide a formal oral language curriculum that would enable
them to diagnose and identify the language needs of these
children, i.e., language dominance, language interference,
language concepts; these essentials were determined by the
pre-test as weaknesses as a result of undeveloped language
skills.
The curriculum activities in reading readiness
activities consisted of drawing and coloring pictures
,
picture cues
,
context clues
,
and letter-sound relationship
clues, as well as the usual visual objects and alphabet
cards. Most of the activities were taken from kindergarten
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O
level standardized texts. The curriculum was not
individualized to meet the personal language needs of the
students
.
Description of the Instructional Materials
The materials .— The Gloria and David instructional
materials provide instruction in oral language for Spanish-
speaking children who are learning English. The curriculum
materials consist of seven units in English and seven in
Spanish (four tapes per English and four tapes per Spanish
unit): Introduction; We Go to School; At Home; We Play at
School; We Live in the City; We Visit the Country; and
Colors, Numbers, and Objects. The introduction presents
Gloria and David, the six year old twins, their mother and
father, and their younger brother, Victor. The second
unit consists of activities the children perform in school.
The parents of Gloria and David are preparing them for
school by talking to them about their teacher and all the
new friends they will meet. The third unit deals with the
ordinary things the children do at home; the fourth unit,
again, relates to activities at school. The fifth and
sixth units consist of certain aspects of city and country
living and the last unit presents concepts of numbers,
^These conclusions were based on interviews with
teachers, and observations of students’ work.
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colors, and objects.
The series includes a vocabulary of approximately
550 words, words that will ensure reiteration of problem
sounds.* The teacher study guide has three sections. The
first section includes 38 English interfering phonemes.
The second section provides information that explains which
English sounds create difficulty, and the third section in-
cludes a group of word exercises for use with the students.
These sections compliment each lesson.
Even though the series consists of seven different
units, the narration in each section varies to some extent.
From unit two through unit five, emphasis is on listening
and repetition. Each sentence is narrated first in Spanish
or English depending on which version is used. The nar-
rator then says the sentence at a slow pace, enunciating
each word separately and allowing space for each child to
repeat it. Finally, the child recites the whole sentence
(at a faster pace) along with the narrator. In units six
and seven, the sentences in the stories are recited at a
normal speaking pace from the first modelled sentence.
For a child who already has facility in English,
these lessons can provide extended reinforcement and prac-
tice. If a child is not familiar with English this program
should provide a first step for basic language learning.
*as stated in the Teacher’s Study Guide.
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Instructional Procedure s
i^sppoi^t was established j the pre— tests admin-
istered, and the students selected, instruction began (using
the same mechanical equipment and sentence repetition tech-
nique as for the GDOLA.
Task one .-- The researcher asked each child to listen
to the story of "Gloria and David." The child repeated the
whole story as he heard it; a process which took about 15
minutes. The children listened to the Spanish tapes first
before they listened to the English tapes. The child
was interrupted and the machine stopped when he made a sig-
nificant number of mistakes in comprehension. If a child
was unable to repeat the long sentences the researcher
used a conceptual approach in order to help the child.
For some children "learning English" is the simple task
of acquiring English labels for the known concepts. For
others
,
numerous concepts must be developed through inten-
sive language development activities. Concepts that child-
ren cannot relate must be given labels both in Spanish and
English
.
Dialectical differences appeared in substituting
the word Trabajal for Trabajar (to work; "nene" for "bebe"
(baby). An effort was made to familiarize the child with
"Standard" Spanish alternatives to certain features of their
dialect without being condescending.
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The children were encouraged to substitute their own
vocabulary for the occasional differences in the text. If a
child was unable to repeat a long sentence, the researcher
reviewed the material and ascertained its meaning. In the
sentence "David pone el libro sobre la mesa redonda," (David
puts the book on the round table), the researcher demonstrated
with concrete objects, or pointed to the screen in order to
teach the unacquired concept of, for instance, "round."
T^sk two
. The next day, the researcher reviewed the
Spanish story to see if the child remembered the events in
sequence. When it was evident that the child comprehended
the story, he was given the English tape. Emphasis here was
on helping the child to hear and pronounce the interfering
sounds correctly
,
and to help him acquire more concepts
.
(See Appendix L for an example of part of an actual lesson
taught
.
)
Again, concepts and their relationships were reviewed
by asking the child lead questions, so as to check for
comprehension as in the instance: "The Policeman said 'hello.'"
One child, when retelling the story, said, "The Policeman said
* come on.'" If a child was having a hard time with the
meaning, the researcher took time out to explain the concept
and then provided additional reinforcement later.
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Task three .- If the child understood the English story,
the next Spanish tape was played. If not, the English
version was repeated using a question/answer dialogue relating
to objects present in the classroom pertaining to the
particular lesson.
If a child was bilingual (since the English tape
contains the Spanish translation) and comprehended a minimum
of three consecutive Spanish and English tapes correctly
making no mistakes in pronouncing the interfering phonemes
and morphemes, he would listen to the story once. For
example, this procedure was followed only if the child
followed instructions and understood concepts in both
languages equally well. He listened to it sometimes in
Spanish and sometimes in English.
Occasionally errors were overlooked. If it seemed
that the child was having a hard time with comprehension
or conceptual meaning, the researcher avoided additional
sound drills.
The researcher noted that as time went on there
was a marked increase in the childrens' attention spans,
auditory and visual discrimination, direction-following
,
and
listening
.
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Variables of Instruction
Both pronunciation and comprehension difficulties
were experienced by children using the materials. There-
fore, the researcher (1) provided supplementary materials
either from the types of things which she knew from her own
experiences, and by using the flash words provided (which
are not on the tape) and from questions provided in the
teacher's guide, (2) recognized when a child was having some
kind of non-linguistic problem, i . e
.
,
if he seemed tired, he
was given a very short lesson; if a child seemed embarrassed
when he didn't understand or could not pronounce correctly,
the researcher tried to make him feel as comfortable as
possible, (3) finally, the children who were at the same
level were brought together from time to time to review the
story for interaction purposes.
As mentioned above, the researcher attempted to
match the pace of the instruction to each child's needs.
Some children went through the English and/or Spanish stages
slower; some faster; depending on their individual needs
and abilities. The researcher provided motivation for extra
oral practice for the following: (1) pronunciation,
(2) grammatical structure, (3) sequence of events, (4) com-
prehension, (5) child's self image, (6) relevancy, (7) com-
fortableness with the materials and equipment, and (8) the
ability to follow instructions.
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After eight weeks of instruction, the researcher
tested all of the children in the study following the same
procedures as described previously in the pre-testing.
Data Gathering
Instrumentation of the study .— Two types of instruments
were administered to students who became subjects for the
study in both pre-testing and post-testing aspects.
1. Pupils selected in the West Street School were
given the Gloria and David Spanish/English
Test (GDOLA) to measure the phonological and
morphological features. The Day Language
Screen (DLS) in its English and Spanish forms
was administered to measure each child's
syntax status.
2. Pre-tests were administered March, 1973, and
post-tests in June, 1973.
3. Each child was tested individually with only
the child and researcher present.
Criteria used in considering the instruments for
oral assessment in the study included (1) technique used
in eliciting pupil response, (2) the use of recording
equipment, (3) the role of the researcher, (4) the ability
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of the tests to elicit pupil response, and (5) the tests’
reliability
.
Description of the Two Assessment
Instrumentations
The Gloria and David Oral Language Assessment .-- The GDOLA
is an individually administered, commercially prepared film-
strip with 20 frames on which are pre-recorded 50 model
sentences (25 in English and 25 in Spanish in the Spanish-
English version of this test) spoken by a bilingual female.
The filmstrip is placed in a sound and picture device called
the ’’Teacher Assistant.” The student watches the filmstrip
on a television screen and listens to the model sentences
through a set of earphones
,
he then orally reproduces what
is heard; this reproduction is taped. Later those phono-
logical and morphological elements of the reproduction that
deviate from the model are transcribed by the researcher
onto a separate transcription sheet. Sample transcriptions
of the GDOLA are included in Appendix C.
Research Involving the Gloria and David
Oral Language Assessment (GDOLA)
Natalicio and Williams (1971) conducted an investi-
gation for the purpose of determining the reliability of
both the English and Spanish-English versions of the GDOLA.
This research had as its aim the assessment of the degree
to which the sentence repetition technique could be used as
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a basis for language evaluation in Black and Mexican
American children. Evaluations involved language dominance,
Standard American" English comprehension, production,
phonology, intonation, inflections, syntax, predictions of
reading achievement and indications of speech pathologies.*^
iO subjects in both a Black and Mexican American lan-
guage sample, 29 language experts (15 for the Black and
14 for the Mexican American) performed independent evalua-
tions of the GDOLA language tapes. The task of each eval-
uator was to rate each subject’s performance in designated
aspects on a seven point scale using a "good-bad" continuum.
Results of this study indicated a high reliability
of scale judgements especially in the areas of concern in
the current study. The estimate of reliability for scale
judgements are shown in Table I. (See Appendix E for dis-
tribution of English and Spanish phonemes.)
^"A socially unmarked variety of spoken American-
English used as a reference point in school language in-
struction to increase the individual’s repertoire of im-
portant and useful ways of communicating. This variety of
American-English is often heard on network radio and tele-
vision newscasts." This definition was used as a point of
departure for establishing instruction goals by a group
of educators and linguists. Center for Applied Linguists
in Washington, D.C., May, 1968.
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TABLE 1
RELIABILITY OF GDOLA FOR THE SPANISH/ENGLISH VERSION
Aspect of Performance
Average Reliability
Estimate (14 raters)
1. Spanish dominance (strong-weak)
. 9583
2. SAE dominance (strong-weak)
.9313
3. SAE comprehension (good-bad)
.9506
4. Spanish comprehension (good-bad)
.9452
5. SAE production (good-bad)
.9818
6. Spanish production (good-bad)
.9452
7. Pathologies (Yes-No)
.1921
8. SAE phonology (good-bad)
.9132
9. Spanish intonation (good-bad)
.9345
10. SAE intonation (good-bad)
. 7805
11. Spanish intonation (good-bad)
.8961
12. SAE inflections (good-bad)
.9497
13. SAE syntax (good-bad)
.9419
14. Spanish syntax (good-bad) .9518
15. Predict reading achievement (Yes-No) ... 0.
Reliability estimates based on ratings of 14 evaluators
of Mexican-American language sample (Natalicio and Williams,
1971)
.
SAE stands for Standard American English
The Day Language Screen (Research)
Part I of the DLS assesses the proficiency in re-
ceptive and expressive aspects of standard English grammar.
The examiner used concrete toys and objects, e.g., a car,
blocks, a picture of fruits and the like. The items require
that the child complete sentences, identify statements, use
singular, plural and negative, and classifications in both
receptive and expressive forms. It consists of 25 items
scored correct/incorrect . The examiner recorded the child's
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responses on a separate sheet of paper. The total score is
obtained by adding all the correct answers.
of the DLS was used as the measure of the
subject's language status focusing on its syntactical
both in English and Spanish. The child is given
what should be familiar concrete toy objects typically found
in his environment (e.g., a turtle) and simply asked to name
the object(s) and to tell everything he can about them. He
is allowed to handle the object(s) and encouraged to talk
as much as he can. The child's responses were tape re-
corded to check the accuracy of the researcher's notes.
The child's score is obtained by counting the number of
acceptable attributes given.
Reliability and Validity of the DLS
In order to assess the reliability and validity of
the Day Language Screen, a sample of children were tested
in Atlanta, Georgia, in the winter of 1969. These four-year
old children were selected from a public school pre-kinder-
garten class. There were 19 Black children, eight boys and
11 girls. The DLS pre-test was administered individually
and the post-test was given two weeks later. In the inter-
vening time, the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (Dynn,
1959) was administered to each child. Correlations were
obtained between the test-retest scores on the Language
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Screen and between the PPVT and DLS scores. (See Table 2.)
Prior to using the DLS for this study it had been
translated into Spanish by a native Colombian (South America).
Changes were made appropriately where words and phrases had
to be substituted because of the cultural differences. It
was then administered to Spanish Colombian children and the
results indicated that it was a reliable test of language
development for students in Colombia, South America. ^
TABLE 2
RELIABILITY AND VALIDITY OF THE DAY LANGUAGE SCREEN
(n=19)
Test-Retest
Correlation
Correlation
with PPVT
Part I
:
.
81**
.4 6*
Part II: Contextual-Relational .81**
Descriptive-Part
.15
Whole Nouns Alone .19
-.08
Adjectives Alone .29
Nouns and Verbs
-.22
with Modifiers .69**
. 54
Conceptual -.10**
. 09
Total Attributes .57*
. 28
‘'"Significant beyond
.0_5 level
**Significant beyond .01 level
Procedures for Collecting Data
In order to have good rapport with the students before
administering the pre-tests, the researcher asked the children
From a personal interview with Dr. Day, January,
1974.
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(in small groups) to draw first a picture of a whole man,
i.e., a picture which looked like their father, uncle,
grandfather, etc.; second, a picture of a whole woman,
i.e., a picture which looked like their mother, aunt, or
big sister, etc.; and thirdly, a picture of themselves.
The directions were (given in Spanish) similar to the direc-
tions for the Goodenough-Harris Drawing Test (1963). At
other times an attempt was made to spend some extra time
with the shyest students (in order to get them to talk) by
asking questions such as how many sisters or brothers were
in their families, and what their names were.
Pre-testing
In March, 1973, the testing equipment (The "Teacher
Assistant," tapes and cassette recorder) was taken to
Holyoke, Massachusetts, and testing was begun at West Street
Elementary School. Testing was administered in a room large
enough to accommodate the children and the machine, and
quiet enough to carry out the tests without outside dis-
tractions .
The tests were administered during school hours
except during recess periods and lunch time over a three-
week period. It took from 10 to 15 minutes for each child to
complete each test. The children’s responses were taped.
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T^e Gloria and David Oral Language Assessment
The researcher went to the classroom for each child,
and as they walked toward the equipment, the researcher
explained to the child that he would sit at the desk facing
the T.V. screen on which he would see some pictures. Since
it was assumed that perhaps most of the children had never
seen a headset, the children were allowed to pick up the
set and examine it while the examiner explained that he
would hear someone speak through the earphones, and he,
in turn, would speak into the microphone. This explanation
put the child at ease and, in most cases, eager to try out
the mechanics of the test equipment.
The directions for taking the test were given
orally as follows:
You are going to hear a lady say some sentences in
English and some in Spanish. I would like for you
to try to say exactly what the lady says. Just try
to repeat the sentences the way you hear them.
If the student indicated during the initial questioning that
he did not understand English (which was the case in most
instances), the instructions were repeated in Spanish as
follows
:
La senora va a decir algo en espanol y algo en
ingle'^s . Trata de repetir lo que la senora
va a decir.
Often the child did not repeat the modeled sentence
at the beginning of the test. When this happened, the
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examiner turned off the Assistant
> and further clarified the
instructions, demonstrating to the child exactly what he was
expected to do. The examiner then pushed the "start" button
on the ^sistant to reactivate the test. In nearly every
case the child repeated the next sentence. The examiner
then reinforced the child’s response by saying a few words
of approval. In most cases this further clarification
served to motivate the pupil enough for him to repeat the
remaining items. prompting was done beyond sentence four
of the first part of the test. Four children did not respond
test during the pre-test. (See Appendix B for the
test and Appendix D for administration instruction.)
The Day Language Screen (DLS)
Psrt__I.-- Part I of the DLS was administered (both
in English and Spanish) in order to assess the proficiency in
receptive and expressive aspects of syntax. The researcher
used toys and objects, e.g.
,
a car, blocks, a picture of
fruit and the like. The items required that the child use
complete sentences, identify statements, use singular,
plural and negatives, and classifications in both receptive
and expressive forms. It consisted of 25 items scored
correct/incorrect . For example, for the first item the
researcher placed a small box on the table, then using the
turtle object, placed it on top of the box, in the box,
under the box, and over the box. Each time the child was to
say where the turtle was. The whole test was administered
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first in English then after three weeks it was administered
in Spanish.
The_J)LS part II.- Part II of the DLS was administered
(both in English and Spanish) in order to measure the
students' language focusing on its syntactical structures.
As in Part I the child was given toys and other objects
typically found in his environment and asked to name them
and to tell everything he could about them. He was allowed
to handle them and encouraged to say as much as he could
about them. The child's score was obtained by counting
the number of attributes given, i.e., functions, nouns,
adjectives, modifiers, and classifications. (See Appendix G
for a sample copy of the test.)
As in the procedure for the GDOLA the researcher
went to the classroom for each child j the children were
made to feel as comfortable as possible. Again, tape re-
cordings were used to check the accuracy of the researcher's
notes. Seven children did not respond at all to the English
test
.
The Post-Testing
The post-testing was begun on the first week of
June, 1973, and concluded the third week in June, 1973.
The children were tested in the same procedure as for the
pre-test. All pupils responded, although a few required
prompting from the examiner as they did in the pre-test.
Five children did not respond to the English test.
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Scoring the GDOLA
The tests were scored by the researcher. It was
felt that this would be the best method for controlling
inter-evaluator reliability. The modelled sentence had been
recorded with the child's response. The evaluator attempted
to listen each time to the model, 'and then to mark the stu-
dent's responses that were at variance with the model's
sentence
.
The first four sentences of the phonology and mor-
phology test were considered "practice items" because some
subjects required prompting from the test administrator
before they understood that they were to imitate the model.
Actual scoring began with sentence number five. As the
examiner listened to the tape, she circled an individual
score sheet to indicate the gross differences in pronuncia-
tion made by the child as he repeated the model. Deviations
were circled, counted and then subtracted from the total
number of phonemes in the instrument in order to compute
the raw score. The 14 morphemes were checked off in the
same manner. Each student could earn a maximum of 488
points for the Spanish phonemes and a maximum of 5H points
for the English phonemes, and a maximum of 14 points for
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the English morphemes.’ (See Appendix C for phonemes and
English morphemes in linguistic notation.) Phonemes and
words inflected incorrectly were checked off on the score
sheet and the way in which the subject responded was
inserted. (See Appendix F for criteria for scoring of
morphemes
.
)
Scoring the DLS
For the correct or incorrect responses
the student either responded as was indicated or did not.
For example, in item 10 the child was asked to put the car
^^5<t to the turtle. The child had to place the toys as he
was directed to by the researcher every time. The score
was the total number out of a possible 25.
Part II .— The responses of the students were
classified according to functions, nouns, adjectives, modi-
fiers, classifications, use of negative, use of opposite,
part-whole, and nonsense responses. Examples of acceptable
function responses (for a cup) were: "You can drink out of
it," which translates into Spanish, "Puede beber algo."
Statements that were not scored were incorrect descriptions--
a red cup described as blue, for example. The child was not
7There are a total of 174 English morphemes in the
test, but only 14 were considered for evaluation for this
study. The reason being that the most troublesome ones are
inflections where there is an omission of final /z/./s/.
or /es/z (Bussy, 1971). Since these morphological inter-
ferences were more prevalent in English than Spanish, the
Spanish morphemes were not considered for evaluation.
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credited for use of an adjective with a noun. For each
acceptable response the student received one point.
The use of their own dialect either in English or
Spanish was acceptable throughout the language screen.
(See Appendix H for detailed scoring procedure.)*
Seven children did not respond at pre-testing for
the English version of the test.
The researcher being bilingual in Spanish and English
had the advantage of distinguishing the appropriate phono-
logical, morphological, and syntactical variations in both
languages. However, those variations marked would approxi-
"those heard by a teacher with some training in listen-
ing for phonemic or morphemic or syntactic variations in
Spanish and English.
Data Analysis
.
o
The analysis consisted of a Hotelling T in testing
whether the mean vectors for three groups of comparison
were identical;
(1) that the population mean vectors of the pre-
test scores were identical, i . e
.
,
that the
Spanish and English phonological, morphological,
and syntactical scores of all three groups
were identical;
(See Appendix I for sample score sheets and
Appendix J for Spanish version of the test.)
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(2) that the population mean vectors of gain scores
were identical between students in the experi-
mental (AOSE) group and control (NAO-AM)
group one
;
(3) that the population mean vectors of gain scores
were identical between students in the experi-
mental (AOSE) group and control (NAO-PM) group
two
; and
,
(4) that the population mean vectors of the gain
scores were identical between students in the
two control groups (NAO-AM and NAO-PM).
CHAPTER IV
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
The purpose of this chapter is to present, interpret
and discuss the results of the statistical analysis performed
on the data obtained on 30 kindergarten pupils in Holyoke,
Massachusetts, testing the value of an oral language pro-
gram. Two oral language assessment instruments measuring
basic language development both in Spanish and English were
^^iiized. The Gloria and David Oral Language Assessment
test measuring the Spanish and English phonology and English
morphology, and the Day Language Screen which measured the
Spanish and English syntax. An analysis consisting of a
Hotelling T (Morrison, 1967, pp. 117-148) was performed in
order to test whether the mean vectors for the three groups
(10 students in each group) were identical. The fact that
the sample population was small poses some severe limita-
tions, therefore, the results of this analysis are genera-
lizable only to this study.
One question was posed regarding this research:
Why would verbal performance of an experimental (AOSE) group
using specific oral language instructional materials (GDBSE)
differ from two control morning and afternoon (NAO-AM and
NAO-PM) groups not using a specific program (GDBSE)?
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The above question was presented in the following
null hypotheses:
Hypotheses
1. There is no statistically significant difference
in the Spanish and English phonological, mor-
phological and syntactical gain scores between
students in the experimental group and the
control group who attended the morning session.
2. There is no statistically significant difference
in the Spanish and English phonological, mor-
pHological
,
and syntactical gain scores between
students in the morning experimental group and
the control group who attended the afternoon
session.
Summary of the Results
Before beginning the analysis it was appropriate to
check whether or not the three groups were comparable.
Comparability of the groups was checked by using a Hotel-
2ling T test of the three groups on the five variables,
i.e., English phonology, morphology, and syntax; and
Spanish phonology and syntax. Table 3 reports the pre-test
means on the five variables for the three groups pre-tested
as well as the post-test and mean gains. For clarity, the
pre-test means for three groups pre-tested are reported in
PRE-TEST,
POST-TEST,
AND
GAIN
MEANS
FOR
EACH
GROUP
TESTED
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Tables 4 and 5 and graphically depicted in Figure 1,
Table 4 reports the means of the five variables for the
AOSE and the NAO-AM groups pre-tested. The F ratio of
.3052 with 5 and 14 degrees of freedom was not significantly
different at the .01 level. Table 5 reports the means of
the five variables for the AOSE and NAO-PM groups pre-tested.
The F ratio of .3524 with 5 and 14 degrees of freedom was
significantly different at the .01 level, therefore,
making all three groups fairly identical to start with.
Individual Analysis
Hypothesis I .-- The first hypothesis presumes no statis-
tically significant difference in the Spanish and English
phonological, morphological and syntactical gain scores
between students in the experimental group and the NAO-AM
control group.
Alternatively, the above Hypothesis stated that the
population mean vectors of the two groups are identical.
Table 6 reports the post-test mean gains on the five vari-
ables for the AOSE and NAO-AM. The F ratio of 4.726 with
5 and 14 degrees of freedom was statistically significant
at the .01 level. Hence we can reject the hypothesis and
conclude that the two groups differed significantly, im-
plying that the treatment was indeed effective. The means
are graphically depicted in Figure 2.
A follow up analysis of a t-test was done to
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FIGURE 1
MEANS ON PRE-TEST FOR
treatment GROUPS: AOSE, NAO-AM, NAO-PM
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FIGURE 2
MEANS ON GAIN SCORES FOR TREATMENT
GROUPS: AOSE AND NAO-AM
AOSE Group (Exp't)
NAO-AM Group (C-1)
1. English Phonology
2 . English Morphology
3 . English Syntax
4. Spanish Phonology
5 . Spanish Syntax
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determine on which of the five variables, if not all,
significant differences occured. This analysis revealed
that significant differences were found on English morpho-
English syntax, and Spanish syntax favoring the
experimental group.
The mean vectors of gain scores, standard deviations,
and t-values for phonology, morphology, and syntax in
English and for phonology and syntax in Spanish for the AOSE
and NAO-AM are also shown in Table 6
. it is noted that the
t-values of 1.22 for English phonology and 1.34 for Spanish
phonology both failed to reach statistical significance.
But the t-values of 2.67 for English morphology, 2.59 for
English syntax and 3.77 for Spanish syntax were all signi-
ficant beyond the .01 level, and highly significant with
regards to Spanish syntax.
In English phonology the experimental group moved
from a mean score of 182.2 on the pre-test to 307.0 on the
post-test, while the control group (NAO-AM) mean scores
were 146.8 on the pre-test and 216.9 on the post-test
(see Table 3). The analysis indicates that the differences
in rate of development are not significant at the .05 level.
In Spanish phonology the experimental group moved
from a mean score of 264.8 on the pre-test to 382.2 on the
post-test, while the control groups (NAO-AM) mean scores
were 204.7 on the pre-test and 276.1 on the post-test
(see Table 3). The analysis indicates that the differences
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in rate of development are not significant at the .05 level.
Therefore, with regards to these two variables the null
hypothesis was accepted.
In English morphology the experimental group moved
from a mean score of 5.0 on the pre-test to 9.4 on the
post-test, while the control group’s mean scores were
4.0 on the pre-test and 5.3 on the post-test (see Table 3).
The analysis indicates that the differences in rate of de-
velopment are significant at the .01 level.
In English syntax the experimental group moved from
a mean score of 20.7 on the pre-test to 35.3 on the post-
test, while the control group's mean scores were 18.5 on
the pre-test and 16.9 on the post-test. The analysis in-
dicates that the differences in rate of development are
significant at the .01 level.
In Spanish syntax the experimental group moved from
a mean score of 24.6 on the pre-test to 40.1 on the post-
test (see Table 3). The analysis indicates that differences
in rate of development are significant at the .01 level.
On the basis of these three variables the null hypothesis
was rejected.
Hypothesis II .-- Hypothesis II presumes that there will
be no statistically significant difference in the Spanish
and English phonological, morphological, and syntactical
gain scores between students in the experimental group and
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the NAO-PM control group.
Alternatively, the above Hypothesis presumes that
the population mean vectors of the two groups are identical.
Table 7 reports the post-test mean gains on the five vari-
ables for the AOSE and the NAO-PM. Again the Hotelling
analysis was repeated and it was revealed that there were
significant differences between the two groups. The F
ratio of 8.0764 with 5 and 14 degrees of freedom was sta-
tistically significant at the .01 level. Hence we can
reject the hypothesis and conclude that the two groups
differed significantly implying that the oral language
treatment was indeed effective.
A follow up analysis of a t-test was done to
determine on which of the five variables, if not all, sig-
nificant differences occur. This analysis revealed that
significant differences were found on English phonology,
English syntax, Spanish phonology and Spanish syntax favor-
ing the experimental group.
The mean vectors of gain scores, standard deviation,
and t-values for phonology, morphology, and syntax in
English, and for phonology and syntax in Spanish for the
AOSE and NAO-PM groups are also shown in Table 7. The means
are graphically depicted in Figure 3.
It is noted that the t-value of 2.27 for English
phonology and 2.47 for Spanish phonology were both significant
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beyond the .05 level. But the English morphology t-value
of 1.31 failed to reach statistical significance. There is
a significant difference at .01 level favoring the experi-
mental group with regards to syntax in both English and
Spanish. The t-value of 2.95 for English syntax is high
and the t-value of 5.61 for Spanish is very high.
In English phonology the experimental group moved
from mean scores of 182.2 on the pre-test to 397.0 on the
post-test, while the control group (NAO-PM) mean scores
were 124.4 on the pre-test and 169.0 on the post-test (see
Table 3 ) . The analysis indicates that the differences of
rate of development are significant at the .05 level.
In Spanish phonology the experimental group moved
from a mean score of 264.8 on the pre-test to 382.2 on the
post-test, while the NAO-PM mean scores were 290.2 on the
pre-test and 315.4 on the post-test (see Table 3). The
analysis indicates that the differences in rate of develop-
ment are significant at the .05 level. Therefore, with
regard to these two variables the null hypothesis is re-
j ected
.
In English morphology the AOSE group moved from a
mean score of 5.0 on the pre-test to 9.4 on the post-test,
while the NAO-PM group's mean scores v;ere 3.1 on the pre-
test and 5.6 on the post-test. The analysis indicates that
the differences in rate of development are not significant
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at the .05 level. Therefore, the null hypothesis is accepted.
In English syntax the experimental group moved from
a mean score of 20.7 on the pre-test to 35.3 on the post-
test, while the NAO-PM group's mean scores were 10.8 on the
pre-test and 11.4 on the post-test (see Table 3). The
^^^lysis strongly indicates that the differences in rate of
development are significant at the .01 level. In Spanish
syntax the AOSE group moved from a mean score of 24.6 on
the pre-test to 40.1 on the post-test, while the NAO-PM
group's mean scores were 25.2 on the pre-test and 27.0 on
the post-test. The analysis again strongly indicates that
the differences in rate of development are significant at
the .01 level. On the basis of these two variables the
hypothesis is rejected.
After the last analysis, it was safely assumed that
the population mean vectors of gain scores were nearly iden-
tical between students in the two control groups NAO-AM
and NAO-PM. Therefore, using Hotelling T^ data of the
five variables the two control groups were compared. The
F value which was used to test for significant differences
was not significant. (See Table 8 for a report on the
means, standard deviations, and t-values of the two control
groups and Figure 4 for a graphic representation.) Thus
the analysis was not carried any further. The F ratio of
.7552 with 5 and 14 degrees of freedom was not significant
at the .01 level.
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MEANS ON GAIN SCORES FOR THE TWO CONTROL
GROUPS: NAO-AM AND NAO-PM
K3I ^
- > 1 » 1 — .. t* I > — > I
1 2 3 4 5
D NAO-AM Group (C-1)
NAO-PM Group (C-2)
81
This study can provide useful information even
though its data base is limited. The type of information
elicited from a small sample population must be inter-
preted differently from that derived from larger sample
populations. For example, in a small sample extreme
differences between pre-and post-tests make important dif-
ferences in the mean and the gain scores. In a sample of
ten in which two students are unresponsive during the pre-
test but contribute even mediocre post-test information,
this is going to significantly influence the gain score
which in a large sample, might be insignificant. In a
large sample you might even eliminate this data, but one
cannot afford to do so in a small sample. Furthermore,
measures of central tendency, such as modes, medians,
standard deviations
,
and means can easily be distorted and
skewed. At the same time there may be no way of deter-
mining whether a particular score reflects a large or small
portion of the total population, e.g., you cannot generalize
to all Puerto Rican Spanish-speaking kindergarteners.
. 2The Hotelling T test is a powerful test designed
for small groups. Its a more rigorous test that a regular
t-test, but even with that, we must be aware of the fact
that the sample-size is small, that the data could be
easily mis-interpreted . We will consequently refrain from
drawing broad conclusions from the research data.
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Therefore, what has been done here was to test whether or
not a designed curriculum will have some kind of influence
on students, and it seems by the evidence that has been
gathered that it does.
Interpretation of the Data
The data revealed that there was no significant
difference between the AOSE and the NAO-AM groups on pho-
nology of either English or Spanish. It would not be
anticipated that there would be significant differences in
phonology in either language across the treatment groups
because the researcher worked with the students for a small
period of time and they were all native Spanish-speaking
children. One can conjecture that changing the pronuncia-
tion is probably the last change that will take place,
i.e., that after meaning and understanding has taken place
phonemic sounds which do not exist in the native language
are more likely to be differentiated. Children are likely
to learn the structure, the lexicon, and the rules for the
language much quicker than they are apt to adopt the pro-
nunciation of a second language. In interpretating the
reason for the NAO-AM significant gain scores might simply
be interpreted as a chance kind of discovery. Therefore,
what can be said about the morning group (NAO-AM) in
general is that the question is open.
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Again, by looking at the data, one can see that the
NAO-AM group started at 20 points higher on the English
phonology and that they scored a gain of 70 points as opposed
to 45 points that the NAO-PM group scored. There were some
pre-instruction differences on phonology that may account
for the differences between the AOSE group and the NAO-PM
group. A gain score of 124 contrasted to 45 is significantly
larger. At the same time the Spanish phonology for the
NAO-PM group started at 290 points which was higher than
that of the other two groups, but did not gain as much.
While the NAO-PM group gained 25.2, the AOSE gained 117
points, but, the NAO-AM group gained 61.4 points, so this
may account for the non-significant score for the morning
control group. It might also be assumed that the children
in the NAO-PM group were getting much less attention with
regards to verbal experiences either at home, in school
or both. Another indication that could account for some
lesser gains in phonology than the other variables could
be that the researcher tended to by-pass some drill in
sound production at times when it was felt that the child
was trying hard to acquire meaning and understanding from
a particular word or phrase. Even though there are a few
differences
,
the data does show here very clearly that
when the children are given this program, it does tend
to produce some good gains in the specified areas.
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Moreover, it was the observation of the researcher that the
students in the AOSE group were speaking the language more
clearly and understandably as a result of the treatment,
and that they were pronouncing the English more audibly and
could be understood without a great deal of difficulty.
The fact that the possible score for morphology
was very small (14 points) may explain the overall gain
scores, although the NAO-AM scores were significant.
Regarding syntax, the fact that more time was spent in get-
ting the child to acquire concepts could account for the
highly significant scores.
The findings for this study are directly applicable
only to the sampled population. Assuming that the measures
used in this study are valid and reliable, that the statis-
tical analyses are appropriate to testing the hypotheses
and that the sample is representative of the population
under consideration, then the results of this study have
direct application to the population from which the sample
was drawn. Other valid generalizations of these findings
to other populations would depend upon the other populations
having the same characteristics as the sample considered in
this study.
Discussion of the Ten Students' Progress
During the Treatment Period
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The children in the experimental group who received
the Aural/Oral Spanish/English language program (AOSE) were
taught by means of the Gloria and David Bilingual, Spanish/
English (GDBSE) series (using a listening, repetition
technique), (See Chapter III for procedures and descrip-
tion.) There was a great range in the number of lessons
that the 10 children completed. (See Table 9 which shows
the range in level of accomplishment of the 10 children.)
The children were given the introduction lesson
(Tape No. 1) provided by the teacher's guide which intro-
duces the two children, Gloria and David (who are twins),
and their family, and describes how they are getting ready
to begin school. The children presumably identify with
Gloria and David who are Spanish-speaking and are attending
school for the first time, and who encounter experiences
different from the culture and language to which they are
accustomed
.
After the introduction the students were told what
their task was going to be, that they were going to look
at the pictures accompanying the stories, listen and re-
peat as they were told to by the model. All of the children
started with Tape No. 2A in Spanish. For the first lesson
the children were allowed to talk about the pictures with-
out having to say exactly what the model was asking them
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to do, so that they would be made to feel more at ease with
the materials, the head gear, and the researcher.
As one can see from Table 9
,
two of the children
only finished four tapes or eight lessons in both languages.
These two children could not speak any English at all to
TABLE 9
PROGRESS THAT TOOK PLACE
DURING THE TREATMENT PERIOD
Number of children Number of Tapes Completed
in English and Spanish*
2 11--A ci.nd B
1 9—
A
and B
2 7— and B
2 5--A and B
1 5--A
2 4--A and B
*There were 28 possible tapes; two lessons in each of 14
tapes for the English instruction and two lessons in each
of 14 tapes for the Spanish instruction.
The No. 6 tape was not used because the Gloria and David
Oral Language Assessment was derived from the materials
in these tapes.
begin with. At the same time it was obvious that there were
implications of interference from environmental factors--
lack of sleep or tiredness, etc. One child was character-
ized by a very short attention span at the beginning of the
treatment sessions. It was very important that the children
were not given the next tape until they understood the
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concepts in the story in Spanish first, then in English—at
the same time they were asked to repeat with the model.
The instructor provided this help by stopping the tape,
asking questions and providing pronunciation excercises,
a time-consuming, but necessary task. Both of these child-
ren seemed to enjoy the pictures more at first rather than
paying attention to the story. Much of the time in the
beginning was spent asking them questions about the pictures
and asking them to relate good experiences about themselves
that could be related to the story as well. Gradually they
were made to recognize that saying something in English
could be fun instead of a burden as it seemed to be thought
of at first.*
Since the two children who finished the No. 5 tapes
had gotten used to the idea of how to use the tapes
,
even
though they were monolingual, they were very interested in
seeing what the next tape was going to be about. These
children progressed with less help from the instructor than
was given initially. Of the two children who completed
seven tapes, one child could say a few words in English,
and the other child was completely monolingual at the start.
Each of these two children evidenced problems which
seemed to impede the learning process; one child was unusually
active and was thought to be disruptive in the classroom
according to the teacher; the other child seemed less mature
than the peer group.
The child who was monolingual from the start, however,
progressed very fast, even though more time was spent with
pronunciation
.
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The child finishing the ninth tape was the most
self-motivated child. At the beginning, the instructor
spent several sessions encouraging the child to direct her
obvious curiosity and interest towards the specific task
of working with the tapes
. By the time the eight weeks
ha.d elapsed, this child had broadened her enthusiasm for
communicating from only Spanish to both Spanish and English.
The two children, a brother and sister, who finished
the No. 11 tapes were completely bilingual from the start.
The instructor was aware (from teachers’ statements) that
their home environment was economically and educationally
enriched in comparison to the other students. Pronuncia-
tion was their biggest problem. One was still using "baby
talk" more so than the other. Concepts again had to be
reinforced with them especially when the sentences were
getting longer and harder to understand, since the model
was going at a faster pace. In retrospect, it might have
been more valuable to have slowed the pace as the material
became more complex.
CHAPTER V
SUMMARY, LIMITATIONS, CONCLUSIONS,
AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Summary of the Study
This study showed that kindergarten children whose
first language is Spanish developed oral Spanish and
English skills more readily through an organized program
to meet their specific linguistic needs.
The student population for the study consisted of
30 Spanish-speaking (of Puerto Rican background) kinder-
garteners from two classrooms in Holyoke, Massachusetts.
In this project, the Gloria aiid David Oral Language Biling-
ual, Spanish/English (GDBSE) instructional materials were
used to teach the students individually for 15 minutes each
day for a period of eight weeks
. Results of achievement were
measured by means of two oral language assessment instruments,
(1) the Gloria and David Oral Language Assessment in Spanish
and English (GDOLA)
,
which assessed the phonology in Spanish
and English and Morphology in English; and (2) the Day
Language Screen which assessed the syntactical status in
both Spanish and English.
To this end, 30 children divided into three groups
of 10 students were each designated as (1) experimental,
(2) morning control group, and (3) afternoon control group.
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Students were matched according to ability as closely as
possible among the three groups. Two kindergarten classes
of students were selected at random, ten to each group, out
of 38 Spanish-speaking students enrolled. Procedurely,
first pre-tests were administered to assess entry skills;
second, the researcher taught the listening repetition
materials for eight weeks; third, the students were post-
tested; fourth, prf-and post-tests differences were compared.
The overall gain level obtained was for experimental group
VS. morning control group and for experimental group vs.
afternoon control group. A Hotelling T^ analysis was per-
formed in order to test whether the means for the three
groups were identical.
In order to ascertain whether oral language serves
to facilitate language development in children with Spanish-
speaking backgrounds, using the GDBSE program, the following
hypotheses were formulated and tested;
Hypotheses I and II, expressed in null hypothesis
form, state that there would be no statistically significant
differences in the Spanish and English phonological, morph-
ological and syntactical scores between an experimental
group and two control groups
,
one attending the morning
sessions and the other attending the afternoon sessions
for eight weeks? respectively.
The results of these analyses can be summarized as
follows
:
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1. The group mean gains for the experimental group
vs. the control group AM were significant at the .01 level
which indicates a difference assumed to be the result of
instruction. The F ratio of 4.726 of the Hotelling T^ mean
vectors was significant. These results were replicated
with the afternoon control group yielding an F ratio of
8.0764 for the Hotelling T^ mean vectors, and this was
significant at the .01 level. Therefore, Hypotheses I and
II were rejected.
The third analysis consisted of control group AM
vs. control group PM yielding an F ratio of .7552 thus making
both groups non-significant at .01 level. Results, however,
were analyzed by means of a t-test between the five variables
separately in both languages. Therefore, these results
were in accord with the rejected hypotheses I and II above.
The analysis revealed that significant differences
were found for most of the variables. Significant differ-
ences were not found for morphology for the afternoon group
and phonology in both English and Spanish for the morning
group, although in each case the differences were in the
direction of significance. The reason for lack of signif-
icance could have been due to the fact that the children
who gained more might have been the children who were
extremely shy at the beginning and that there was no way
of determining their "potential" entry level. Again, since
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this sample was small this factor would make more of a
difference in the mean gains. For morphology the reason
for lack of significance would have been due to the fact
that the possible score was so small, that a child could
have been distracted and not have pronounced the morpheme
at the pre-test.
Limitations of the Study
Small sample population .
— As mentioned in this study,
the number of subjects involved in the oral language develop-
ment program (N=10) and the control groups (N=10) each is very
small. The subjects were chosen by random sample, but the
small N could be considered a limitation of this part of the
study
.
Teacher variable .-- The fact that the researcher was in
contact with the students' tests could here become more sub-
jective than usual. The researcher scored all of the tests
to reduce interexaminer differences. The fact that the bi-
lingual researcher was not the classroom teacher, could be
another variable.
Student factors .-- The fact that some of the children
were receiving some number readiness instruction in Spanish
(of approximately 15 minutes a day) in the classroom by a
third teacher might have affected some of the results. Some
students had more environmental exposure to Spanish or
English than others. The children varied from very lively
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to very passive during language instruction. Children's
learning abilities differed in rate and school achievement.
Materials .-- The materials were a pre-packaged series,
and that the procedures were followed in the same way for
each child may have had a bearing on individual learning
styles
.
While a student listens to a sentence spoken by a
female voice recorded on the GDBSE, he also watches a picture
that corresponds to the sentence. In this study, no attempt
was made to determine the extent to which watching the pic-
ture on the screen interfered with or aided the subject's
performance of the repetition tasks.
The instructional material given to the experimental
group uses a sentence repetition technique and essentially
the same mechanical equipment as the Gloria and David test.
Familiarity with the equipment and technique is undoubtedly
a factor in the differences found between the experimental
and control groups.
Socio-economic factors .-- Family income and occupation
were not taken into account in this study. However, it is
debatable as to whether or not this fact is a serious
limitation, because these factors do not necessarily indicate
which parents give their children support in educational
endeavors and which do not.
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Conclusions of the Study
The low academic achievement of Spanish-speaking
children has been a major concern of educators and parents
alike. That the linguistically distinct child lags behind
his English-speaking peers is well documented (Commission
of Civil Rights, 1971, G.P.O.), The current mood is to
search for causes and cures. Even though little concern
has been extended to better the situation, there is a trend
fact that oral language has come to be recognized as
one of the most vital elements in elementary school achieve-
ment. Therefore, it is reasonable to assume that the
appropriate help in this direction could have beneficial
effects on this population's reading and academic performance.
In the case of an English-speaking child, learning
to read in English is the process of mapping visual charac-
ters onto highly developed phonological, morphological and
syntactical systems. By contrast, a Spanish-speaking child
does not have highly developed phonological and syntactical
English--such a child trying immediately to learn to read
English is attempting to map visual characters onto phono-
logical, morphological and syntactical systems which are
non-existent or poorly formed. Thus, while in many cases
the Spanish language background child has a highly developed
oral language, it is not the language in which the school
tries to teach him to read.
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The most straightforward approach in helning the
Spanish-speaking child learn to read in English would be to
help him develop oral language abilities in English through
a method of instruction which emphasizes speaking and lis-
tening. In this approach, the oral and aural skills of
both English and the native language would be perfected
before moving on to reading and writing. Oral language
should be offered as a method for identifying essential
elements and organizing them into a conceptual framework
in the native language before teaching the child to read
from the printed page. At the same time, the child is not
taught that his speech is wrong, but is made aware of the
many ways to use language and which language to use in a
P^^'ticular situation. Obviously, a child needs to speak a
language well enough to manifest appropriate conceptual
development for approaching reading and other secondary
literacy tasks successfully
.
Sociolinguists urge that oral language be studied
in conjunction with the social context in which the speech
act takes place. Labov
,
in reference to language as a
social value, discusses his findings from the study of Black
dialect speakers in New York City which indicate that
phonological variables reflect "social variation" and
"stylistic variation." He indicates that information about
the speaker's "psycholinguistic ability," which enables him
to use language, and information about the speaker's
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"sociolinguistic ability," and which directs his choice of
language to be employed in a social situation, are necessary
elements in an analysis of oral language use.
Another area in which the linguistically distinct
have not been given the proper recognition is the assessment
of his language. The unrealistic testing procedures which
stigmatize him have impeded his growth and have placed him
in a group which is barred from full effectiveness. Lan-
guage tests are used to sample the language skills of
children before they have learned to read and write. In
this case, if one is going to evaluate language, it is the
speaking skill that must be used for evaluation in spite of
the fact that it is a time consuming task and the scoring
process is necessarily somewhat subjective.
Although teachers are confused regarding this need,
teacher training programs have so far not been very effec-
tive in providing trainees with sensitivity to the impor-
tance of oral language (Mazon, 1973) even if it is being
recognized by university faculty and educators in general.
Thus it is essential that teacher education programs be
included in this area. As materials for oral language are
developed they must be made available to and used by teachers,
i.e., educators and students. At the same time there is a
great need for in-service education to familiarize teachers
in schools now with this area and give them skills to help
the children.
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Before moving on to recommendations of the study, it
might be useful to look at two of the students who took part
in the study. In this way, the rather objective terminology
about childrens' language can be seen from a more human per-
spective. The two children, Milton and Evelyn, made the
most progress through the use of the prescribed materials.
Milton
When I first met Milton he impressed me as a
down at the first sessionalmly. He was interested in the pictures, until
we began working with English sentences. I knewfrom the first session that he had a fairly con-fident attitude about himself, for example, he
corrected some of the colloquial Spanish vocabularyfhat he thought was wrong on the tape (Puerto
Rican vocabulary was substituted.)
As I saw Milton in other contacts, I noticed
that although he was not speaking English much he
was, nevertheless, favored and pampered by the tea-
chers in the classroom. I noticed that he played
well with the other children, and that he got a
lot of positive reinforcement from the teachers.
One day, for instance, a teacher allowed him to go
into another room to play some games with some
children, yet I observed her refusing this privi-
lege to other children. He had a friendly smile, and
in all other respects was a very attractive child
physically, and the kind of child who has a lot of
potential
.
As I met with him more often, his attitude
towards the materials improved and remained consis-
tent. He was never very interested in the pictures,
but he worked hard. I became aware of the fact that
Milton was having a good time in class, and that
working with me wasn't necessarily a special privi-
lege for him as it was for most of the other children,
so I worked harder to make the stories more interest-
ing for him.
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As time went on Milton realized that he couldsucceed at the work and that he could pronounce someor the English words, and as he seemed to get somepleasure out of succeeding, and figuring out the
words, he worked harder. I noticed that he would
repeat the words two or three times if he was havingtrouble with the pronunciation and even outside thelesson I noticed casually a few times that he wastrying to use English with some of the other children.
Milton was struggling with English in many
ways.^ Eventually
,
through working with and succeed-
ing with the materials he began to show real interestin learning English. Thus it is clear that he had
untapped potential for cognitive and social develop-
ment. Through succeeding efforts he could have the
same kind of success linguistically that he did
with the materials.
Evelyn
Evelyn and I immediately formed a very warm,
easy-going relationship. She helped establish rap-
port. She approached me on her own. Far from being
withdrawn with a teacher, Evelyn was very verbal and
bombarded me with questions. Although I was enjoying
her verbal ability in her own language, I found it
hard to direct her interests to the task at hand.
She exhibited her command of language by talking
about things she was perceiving all around her.
Her attention span was rather short and she had
trouble concentrating on the learning process.
Evelyn explored her surroundings constantly,
asking me direct, precocious questions such as,
"What is this and that for?", "Who gave you that?",
and "What is it?" At the same time she wanted to
talk about her family and about her coming from
Puerto Rico--surprisingly
,
she had a mature, posi-
tive image of Puerto Rico and a real sense of appre-
ciation for her country and her culture despite the
fact that she was in a country that does not neces-
sarily respect cultural differences. She was very
much a person who wanted to feel things and touch
people, and be close to you.
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distract me from getting her todo what I wanted her to do or answering the kinds ofquestions I wanted her to answer. (Of course, allthis conversation took place in Spanish at first andfor most of the time thereafter
. ) In general, she
used her yerbal ability to her own advantage, by
manipulating her surroundings, but at the same timeIt was my impression that she had a very inquisitive
mind which perhaps had remained unnoticed, because
she didn t speak English. Yet looking at her from adifferent perspective, she was a little girl in her
own world, the world that she saw; the world of other
children was sort of secondary because she wanted totake command of everything around her but was amaz-ingly well behaved. Her attention span seemed very
short; her concentration on one thing lasted just afew minutes. One of the things which I noticed after
the first session and from casual observation in the
classroom was that her questions went in divergent
ways and her Spanish ability to verbalize was not
reinforced, not in the school and perhaps not even
at home. The teachers did not seem to be taking her
questions and making them part of a learning exper-
ience.
i felt that some of the things which she needed
to overcome and which were difficult for her, were
to listen carefully and follow directions and to
remember the events of the story. She needed to see
what was important in what she was learning, and also
to ease her restlessness. To a point it became
necessary to become firm with her and point out that
it was important to learn what I was trying to teach
her
.
To my surprise, she responded to my firmness
very positively. After awhile she became anxious to
participate in the activities because she felt that
she was learning. She told me one day that she had
told her mother what she had learned and that her
mother had told her that she should learn more. So
based on that motivation she was more able to disci-
pline herself. As lessons progressed, it became
evident, as she began to pronounce English, words
,
that she felt that she was succeeding in activities
through her own verbal abilities. She began to
remember words and to transfer her verbal ability to
English by taking the risks of pronouncing English
words . She began to produce more sounds and play
with words and began speaking more English. She
saw participation in the lessons as a privilege which
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perhaps was also a motivating factor along with
wanting to cooperate with me. The results showed
that there was definitely a great gain that perhaps
can be attributed to drawing upon her verbal abilityin her dominant tongue, the personalized attention,
and her "growing up" process.
Recommendations of the Study
1. This study should be replicated with other
linguistically different students in other regions and in
the New England area with a larger sample. The results of
such a study would be compared for significant similari-
ties or differences which would aid in planning instructional
programs
.
2. This study should be repeated with different
ethnic populations and with English-speaking children as
well
.
3. Another study should be conducted, with in-
struction and reinforcement lasting for a longer period
than 15 minutes per day for each child, in order to rein-
force for constructive learning.
4 . This study should be conducted in school dis-
tricts which clearly delineate open classromm versus tra-
ditional classroom.
5. Graduate students enrolled in reading or re-
search method courses could use data from a study of this
kind for reinterpretation.
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6. This study should be replicated with a population
of English-speaking children who are learning a second
language
.
7. In the future, more than one evaluator should
be used to assure a greater degree of reliability. Evalua-
tors should of course be trained in oral language assessment
their ratings are reliable before any research is
begun
.
8. If there is a statistically significant dif-
ference between subjects who perform oral language repe-
tition tasks while watching the GDBSE picture screen and
subjects who do not see the picture, then this should be
found out through empirical investigation. In other words,
to what extent does watching the picture on the screen
interfere with or aid repetition performance?
Recommendations for Educators and for
Teacher Training Institutions
1. The recorded language samples should be further
utilized for teacher training. This could be a curriculum
and methods study utilized for teacher training. This study
could be replicated with the classroom teachers as the in-
structors. An instrument could be devised to measure
change in teacher behavior and attitude.
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2* Provisions should be made to permit more
intensive oral language instruction in both languages in
schools. We need to make the best advantage of parapro-
fessionals
.
3 . Teacher institutions should provide courses on
modular instruction on phonology, morphology, and syntax
as it applies to oral language instruction, e.g., like the
model at the Institute for Cultural Pluralism at the State
University in San Diego and the project which this re-
searcher was involved in at Adams State College with the
Teacher Corps program in Colorado in the last few years.
4. Teachers of young children should be able to
speak their language or special teachers should be hired
who can speak their language.
5. Teachers who are going to be teaching linguis-
tically distinct children should be provided with training
through courses of instruction or modular instruction so
the application would begin to lead directly into their
language methodology in the classroom.
6 . Parents should be encouraged through some kind
of work even if it has to be taken to the home on the effect
of oral language for their children. Since about 80 per
cent of the Spanish population in the United States has been
conditioned by the dominant culture in our society, parents
are many times reluctant with regard to their children
continuing to learn their dominant language.
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7. All of the above implies that more money needs
to be spent by the government in this area of priority.
There is a need to train more multicultural teachers.
Limitations and Recommendations
for the
Even though the purpose of the study was not to
analyze the materials in depth the researcher was in the
position to make some intuitive observations.
There is a need for more standard procedures and
more information for proceeding in the implementation of
the GDBSE Series. Like most audio-visual materials the
series lacks flexibility in the sense that it does not take
into account variations of the teacher's experience or lack
of experience. What the researcher offered in terms of
explanations when the machine was stopped were based
solely on personal experience and transmitted to the
children in the researcher's own individual style. The
lack of a set procedure for this indicates one of the limi-
tations of the materials and the need for improvement.
At the same time, there are positive aspects of
the materials. (1) After becoming familiar with the
materials the children knew each time what to expect and
enjoyed using them. The pictures in the filmstrip seemed
appealing to the children. (2) There are very few audio-
visual materials (of this type) for the teaching of oral
language to young children which are easy for a teacher to
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use. (3) Recordings for each child as he is performing can
be obtained, and it is the researcher's belief that it is
a very good strategy for identifying particular problems and,
thus, giving immediate help to the individual.
The following are some intuitive and experiential
comments regarding limitations and recommendations.
Limitations
Equipment .— (1) The "Teacher Assistant" does not have
a playback system and the teacher must wait until the tape
is completely finished. This makes immediate reinforcement
for the child impossible unless the teacher stops the machine
and provides supplementary information. If the child by
himself is using the equipment this form of reinforcement
is impossible.
(2) The materials, including the sentinel, could be
easily used by local districts. However, to some districts
in poor areas the materials would be considered very ex-
pensive, and unless government funds were used they could
not be easily purchased.
(3) The sentinel (because of its uniqueness) would
be hard to have repaired if a school was too far from a
big city audio-visual repair shop. (The filmstrips and
tape-cartridges don't seem to present any problem as far
as purchasing copies are concerned.)
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Cultural relevance .-- The one important aspect is that
the materials are frequently not relevant. The ideas need
to appeal to the Spanish-speaking child in his particular
environment and relate to the substance of his daily life.
More specifically, e.g., the father in the story being a
"fireman" may not be associated with many children's
fathers
.
Linguistic features .-- (1) Although the series stresses
the teaching of phonology, the syntactical aspect becomes
awkward at the expense of the phonology. This was one of
the main reasons for having to personalize the materials
and to stop the sentinel often in order to supplement them
with what seemed necessary for better comprehension.
(2) Patterns of grammar sequence are lacking in the
materials at times, e.g., in lesson 7--a. it is time for
recess, and b. this morning we will go outside to play.
(3) Problems of translation and meaning occur. One
example in the vocabulary is the word "tomar," translated in
English "to drink" but in another sentence it becomes "to
get." This might be confusing to the child if there is not
enough drill for distinctions.
(4) Some sentences could be considered awkward as
the sentence "Why did you not dry your hands Gloria?" which
is literally translated from Spanish, "'iPor que no te secaste
las manos Gloria?"
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(5) Pausing after each word may not be the most
effective method for learning an interfering sound since it
is not associated with the correct meaning which should be
included in the context of the sentence.
The teacher’s study guide .-- The teacher's study guide
provides a detailed listing of possible interfering sounds.
It explains that certain English sounds are difficult, and
a group of word exercises is presented for use with the
students. However, it is one thing to recognize a problem
and another to correct or to know how to correct it. No
help in this regard is given in the teacher's study guide.
Recommendations
Individualization .— The materials are best used with
individual children since it is difficult to detect indi-
vidual problems recited in chorus.
Motivation .— (1) The materials should encourage the
child to participate (through dialogue) so that he can gain
confidence in using the skills and concepts he has learned
through the materials
.
(2) The materials could provide a content that
offers the child learning experiences that motivate him.
If the child's imagination can be stimulated he will be
more interested, make more inquiries and be more excited
about listening to contrasting sounds.
(3) It is suggested that the materials should focus
on such things as cultural traditions, e.g., fiestas, folk-
stories that could generate real enthusiasm and participa-
iio^* (Parents should play a vital role here in giving
suggestions
.
)
Cultural relevancy .-- The materials could better
reflect the child’s own diet, clothes, ethics (values),
social system (familia) and language, i.e., the colloquial
vocabulary should be reflective of the community of the
different regions and Mother land. Some lessons could
apply to all regions, but there could be diversity of
dialects without being condescending, e.g.
,
"nenes" and
"nines" for children and "guagua" and "autobus" for bus.
Linguistic features .-- (1) In learning a second lan-
guage, phonology, syntax and content should be integrated,
then guidance should be provided which would suggest con-
cepts and vocabulary reinforcement as well as rhyming words,
poetry, games that could include contrasting sounds.
(2) The content should be linguistically analyzed
in order to see what could be included in the area of
language acquisition and its development in addition to
interfering sounds already presented.
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(3) It is suggested that a Spanish tape should be
included, but without the English translation and vice
versa. Essentially, the same concepts should be taught and
reinforced in both languages with a diversity of vocabulary
but the English tape should begin with concepts already
acquired through the Spanish tape and use very short phrases
initially with dialogue provided that the child could acquire
and reproduce himself.
(4) Concepts should be reinforced by different
words and context, and should be applied with the lessons
and through activities, e.g., games and regular rest of
the day activities, sometimes in English and other times in
Spanish
.
Reinforcement .— The researcher believes that in
teaching oral language, reinforcement is very necessary
because obviously, if a child hears or learns a new English
word and doesn’t hear it again for three weeks (as was the
case here many times), he is likely to forget it.
Assessment .— There should be an assessment lesson
after three or four lessons to test how much a child has
learned and to determine what the child needs further help
in
.
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Teacher training.-- (l) it is recommended that teachers
be provided with some linguistic training if they are to use
these materials. The series of language modules designed
after the Mazon (1973) model could be utilized.
(2) A last suggestion is that another series of
modules could be developed to include a child’s develop-
mental stages in language acquisition (so that prescription
could be applied to meet the child's needs) which would be
extremely helpful to teachers in teaching language to any
child, but even more so in dealing with the linguistically
distinct child.
Personal Summary
This study reinforced a lot of the researcher's
beliefs. It is apparent even now that teachers ought to be
able to speak the language of the students. How can one
really begin to relate to the students without having com-
petence in their language? The research suggests that the
10 children receiving the special attention became much
more animated than the children not receiving special at-
tention; that children can improve; speaking the language
does have transferable ability; it gives them self-
confidence; improves their own ability in Spanish and
English, and enhances their ability to deal with themselves,
other children, and the world around them, and that these
conclusions indicate the importance of good common sense
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teaching. Even though much time and effort by one person
was spent in providing individual lessons with these
children the results of this study would seem to indicate
its value.
How then does one develop oral language skills in
children? Obviously there is a skill needed; children have
to know sounds, words, and vocabulary; conversation has to
take place, the language has to be practiced, and the teach-
ing situation must be emotionally positive, because the oral
language is going to develop when a child feels comfortable
in using the language, and when you believe the child can do
it. Teachers might be advised to focus on the following
aspects of oral language:
1. Giving the child one to one attention is very
important
2. Having conversation is very important
3. The instruction of materials should be systematic
4. Skills and content should be of a developmental
kind
5. Knowing the language of the child is very
important
In summary I agree with the following statement:
If children are provided with objects, processes, and
events to observe, and if, as they observe or otherwise
perceive this display, they report their observations,
state or demonstrate their conclusions, they are de-
veloping concepts, using inquiry techniques, and increas-
ing their language abilities at the same time. The
Ill
teacher I s task is to be aware of the deficiencies®^ist in all areas and tailor her lessons tofit the children involved.
Oral language is intrinsic to the child'slearning and personal development. It must not be
considered primarily a vehicle for learning to
read. The quality of oral language must be judged
not just in terms of the adequacy of sound produc-
tion and word order but also in terms of the ideas
that the learner has to communicate, his efficiency
and
^
power to communication, and his willingness ordesire to communicate (Martin and Casteneda, 1970,
p. 176). ’
These conclusions are a combination of the things
w^tch this researcher has learned, researched and experienced
not only during this study, but from her past experience.
The results of the study confirmed the belief that
oi^sl language development is an important aspect of early
schooling. Equally important, however, was the confirma-
tion of the belief that the utilization of the child's
home language for instruction is highly beneficial from a
psychological viewpoint. The enthusiasm and appreciation
with which the children participated in Spanish language
activities were an unquestionable reinforcement of the need
for programs of bilingual instruction.
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APPENDICES
APPENDIX A
A Description of the Gloria and David Series
The Gloria and David Series for English"Speech Training ,"
produced by Language Arts, Inc. of Austin, Texas, is a set of
audio-visual materials "prepared to aid the teaching to English
"to Spanish speaking children. The series is especially
designed for use with such children previous to their receiving
reading instruction."
The instructional package consists of the following:
1. Seven teaching segments contained in especially
designed cartridges that house 16mm colored
filmstrips and dual-track audio tapes.
2. A player unit that facilitates simultaneous use of the
audio and visual cartridges.
3. A student headset unit with attached microphone.
A Teacher's Study Guide.4.
appendix b
GLORIA AND DAVID ORAL LANGUAGE ASSESSMENT
SPANISH-ENGLISH
District
School
Grade Pupil's Name
Teacher
Date of Assessment
1. Mother washes David's neck
2. She washes his ears
3. Gloria se bana
4. Ella tiene el jabon
5. Gloria washes her hair
6. Ella tiene jabon en la cabeza
7. Gloria cries
8. Gloria llora
9 . El jabon se le metio en los ojos
10. Soap is on her nose
11. Tiene jabo^n en la nariz
12. Mother helps Gloria
CO1
—
1
Mama"^ le ayuda a Gloria
14. David has a toothbrush
15. He cleans his teeth with1 his brush
CD1
—
Gloria tiene un cepillo de dientes
17. Se lava los dientes con su cepillo
•
GO1
—
They are on their knees
19. Estan de rodillas
•oCM The children go to bed
11CN Los ninos se acuestan
22. The light is not on
23. La luz esta apagada
24. Mother wakes Gloria and David
25. Los ninos despiertan al bebe"^
26. Gloria and David both get clean clothes
27. Elios se pueden vestir solos
28. David puede abotonarse la camisa
29. Gloria cannot button her dress
30. The socks are on Gloria’s feet
31. Gloria tiene sus zapatos
32. Baby has a sock on his leg
33. El bebe'" tiene un calcetin en la pierna
34. Gloria tiene un peine para el cabello
35. David has a brush for his hair
36. The family eats breakfast
37. La familia se desayuna
38. The children wash their hands
39 . Gloria and David drink milk
40. Gloria y David beben leche
41. They brush their teeth
42. Elios se lavan los dientes
43. David gets a little coat
44. David toma una chaqueta
45. Today they go to school
46. Elios van a la escuela hoy
47. Daddy goes to work
48. Papa va a trabajar
49 . Mother works at home
50. Mama trabaja en casa
Date Analyzed by
Adapted, Language Arts Inc.
Copyright (c) 1958
Language Arts Inc.
appendix c
THE SPANISH AND ENGLISH TEST
IN PHONEMIC NOTATION
1. was^ z deyvidz nek/
2. /siy was^z hiz iyrz/
3. /glori*^ se bana/
4. /eya tiene el xabon/
5. /glori'^ was^z h-sr heyr/
6. /eya tiene xabon en la kabesa/
7. /glori<3 crayz/
8. /gloria yora/
9. /el xabon se le metio en los oxos/
10. /sowp iz an ht^r nowz/
11. /tiene xabon en la naris/
12. /m6)<^dr helps glori*?/
13. /mama le ayuda a gloria/
14. /deyvid ha<?z a tuwi^br.?s/
15. /hiy cliynz hiz hiz brws/
16. /gloria tiene un sepiyo de dientes/
17. /se lava los dientes con su sepiyo/
18. /<>ey r an <^eyr niyz/
19. /estan de rodiyas/
20. /ot.9 childr«3n gow tuw bed/
21. /los ninos se akwestan/
/c>^ layt iz not an/22 .
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23. /la lus esta apagada/
24. /mecitar weykz gloria dend deyvid/
25. /los ninos despiertan al bebe/
26. /gloria aend deyvid bowca get clyn clowz/
27. /eyos se pweden vestir solos/
28. /david pwede abotonarse la camisa/
29. gloria caenct bdt^n h^r dres/
30. /c^s* soks r an glori.?z fiyt/
31. /gloria tiene sus sapatos/
32. /beybiy haez ^ sok an hiz leyg/
33. /el bebe tiene un kalsetin en la pierna/
34. /gloria tiene un peine para el cabeyo/
35. deyvid hae z a br«s for hiz heyr/
36. /c;<a f« mo»liy iyts brekfast/
37. /la familya se desayuna/
38. /gloria «3end deyvid drink milk/
39. /gloria i david beben lece/
40. cildr.?n was oteyr hae ndz/
41. /tX ey bra^ cyeyr tiys/
42. /eyos se laven los dientes/
43. /deyvid getz ^ lita>l cowt/
44. /david toma una caketa/
45. /tuwdey txey gow tuw skuwl/
46. /eyos van a la eskwela oy/
47. /d^diy gowz tuw w^rk/
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48. /papa va a trabaxar/
49. /mo^T Wc?rkz howm/
50. /mama trabaxa en casa/
APPENDIX D
Instructions for Adminislrering
The Gloria and David Test
Administration procedure
. Each child is seated
before the ASSISTANT which is placed on a table top so as
to position the screen at eye level. The child’s name is
recorded on an adhesive-backed label which is affixed to
the sound cartridge, and the latter in turn is joined to
the picture cartridge. The child is provided with an ear-
phone-microphone headset, and an attempt is made to allay
any doubts or fears the child may have concerning the head-
set. The headset is positioned comfortably on the child's
head with the microphone about three inches from his lips.
The child is asked to repeat during the time allotted the
sentences provided by the model (e.g., "Say what the lady
says.") The combined audio-visual cartridge is inserted
in the machine and the start button depressed. The record
button is then depressed and the recording light checked.
Record volume for the child’s response and the playback
volume on the model test, although normally preset before
a series of test administrations, are verified. The first
two frames (i.e., four sentences, two illustrations) are
monitored by the administrator to verify that the child
understands what he is being asked to do. This monitoring
also permits the administrator the opportunity to check
on the synchronization of the audio and visual stimuli as
well as to readjust the volume for the child’s responses.
This last readjustment is occasionally necessitated because
of the wide variation in the levels of children’s responses.
The most efficient means of setting the child’s volume
control has been to set the record volume at peak and reduce
to below distortion level.
Once the child has begun his task and all adjust-
ments have been made, the test administrator withdraws from
the immediate area. Since the illustrations change auto-
matically and the machine turns itself off at the end of the
test, there is no need for more than infrequent cursory
checks from a distance. Most children do not experience
difficulty in understanding what is expected of them after
the administrator has provided them initial instructions
accompanied by encouragement during the monitoring of the
first four sentences.
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Wl^en the test has been completed and the machinestops, the administrator returns to the testing area
removes the headset, and praises the child for his efforts.The double cartridge is removed from the machine and the
audio tape with the child’s identification label affixed is
separated from the film cartridge. The former is set asidefor subsequent evaluation and the latter may be affixed
to a blank audio tape cartridge for the next child. The
same picture cartridge thus may be used repeatedly by sub-
stituting the audio cartridges for successive children.
Total testing time is approximately eight minutes for the
English test and eight and one half minutes for the Spanish-
English test.
Instructions taken from "Repetition as an Oral
Language Assessment Technique," Diana S. Natalicio and
Frederick Williams, The Center for Communication Research,
The University of Texas at Austin, March, 1971.
APPENDIX E
DISTRIBUTION OF ENGLISH AND SPANISH
PHONEMES INSTRUMENT (GDBSE)
CONSONANTS
English
P 1
t 25
k 10
b 9
d 23
g 7
e 9
^ 21
f 6
V 9
m 8
n 23
1 10
r 41
w 10
y -
h 34
s 10
z 32
s 17
z
CONSONANT CLUSTERS
Initial Final VOVELS
English English
pi - ts 1 I (bit) 26
kl 3 Is 2 i (beat) 14
kr 1 Ips 1 (bet) 17
br 5 dz 1 e (bait) 18
dr 4 Ik 1 ae (bat) 11
gl 8 nt - a (pot) 11
sk 1 nk 1 \r (bought) 5
nd 4 o (boat) 17
ndz 1 u (boot) 10
nz 1 (book) —
rt - A (but) 29
rk 1 ya 8
rks 1 ay 2
ir (beer) 1
Spanish r (burr) 6
er (bear) 5
tr 2 or (boar) 8
gl 7 ar (bar) 3
Spanish
c 4
r
D
Vowels Stressed Unstressed
Spanish
a 28 47
e 32 28
i 14 —
P 12 o 19 9
t 21
k 9
u 7 -
b 23
d 18
Vowel Glides
g 1 ya 11
f 1 we 4
X 6 ey 1
m 8 ye 12
n 39 oy 1
n 3 yo 8
1 27
r 15
yu 2
rr 1
s 45
c 2
^Adapted from Natalicio-Williams (1971)
APPENDIX F
CRITERIA FOR SCORING THE MORPHEMES
INCLUDING EXACT ITEMS SCORED
Third person singular present verb (deletion of inflection)
Mother washes David
’ s neck*
She washes his ears
Gloria washe^ her hair
Gloria cries
Mother helps_ Gloria
He cleans his teeth with his brush
Mother wake^ Gloria and David
The family eat^ breakfast
David get£ a little coat
Daddy goe£ to work
Mother works at home
Omission of final /s/ or/z/ in noun plurals
Exact items scored:
She washes his ears*
They are on their knee£
Gloria and David both get clean clothe^
The sock£ are on Gloria’s feet
The children wash their hand£
*Were not counted since they are two of the first four
sentences used as practice items.
APPENDIX G
THE LANGUAGE SCREEN
By David E. Day
Associate Professor,
School of Education
University of Massachusetts
c. 1970
Introducing the Language Screen : Say to the S
something like this: We are going to play a language game.
I’m going to show you some things, and ask you to tell me
about them. For example (take a toy car from the kit and
say) tell me what this is. (If the child says car, say,
"that’s right, it is a car [auto, automobile, etc.]).
Now can you say, "I want you to tell me and show me all you
can each time. Can you tell me something about the car?"
If S responds appropriately say, "Fine, that's what I want
you to do." Then begin. If S does not respond by giving
information about the object give him an example by saying,
"Let me show you how. The car is red. Now can you tell me
something else?" Get a response, then begin.
It is important to know that the child does not
understand the directions. Check here if the child does
not comprehend the directions.
NOW START THE SCREEN
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Directions ; Read each item carefully. Present each item as
written.
Prepositions; Expressive
Place the turtle and small box on the table in front
of the S. Say as you point to each object, "This is a turtle,
this is a box." Then,
1. Put the turtle on the top of the box and say, "Where is
the turtle?"
2. Put the turtle under the box and say, "Where is the turtle?"
3. Put the turtle in the box and say, "Where is the turtle?"
4. Hold the turtle over the box and say, "Where is the turtle?"
5. Put the duck, turtle, bird and car in front of the S. Ask
the S to give you the object that is not an animal.
6. Put the car back and then say, "Give me an object that
does not fly."
7. Give the S the turtle and ask, "What is this?" Record
whole response. (If the child does not recognize the
turtle check the space and then tell S what it is.)
Say to S, "Tell me all you can about this turtle." Tell
S to handle it, turn it over, look at it, etc. Record
all his responses. Keep encouraging S to tell you more
about the turtle. Stop when the S says, "That's all,"
or when he starts repeating. Get all the information you
can
.
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8. Put the two square blocks (one red and thin, one blue and
thick on the table in front of the S . Put your finger on
the red block and say, "This block is thin." Put your
finger on the blue block and say, "What can you tell me
about this block?"
9. Keep the blocks on the table. Put your finger on the blue
block and say, "This block is not red." Put your finger
on the red block and say, "What can you tell me about
this block?"
Place in a straight line on the table in front of S from
his left, a bird, turtle, duck, car. Leave about two inches
between each object. The S may not understand the directions.
Repeat them as necessary. ^ not, however , correct S as he
begins the operation. Then say:
10. Put the car next to the turtle. Repeat 2 or 3 times if
necessary. (return objects to original position)
11. Put the bird near the duck . (return to position)
12. Put the turtle in front of the car . (return to position)
13. Put the car in back of the bird , (return to position)
14. Give the S both cars and say: "What are these?" Record
response. Follow the same procedures used with turtle
and cup
.
15. Place the picture of an apple on the table in front of S
and ask, "What is this?" (Tell the child what it is if he
does not know.)
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16. Leave the apple picture on the table, put down the picture
of the grapes (substituted by a picture of bananas) and say,
"What are these?" (Tell the child what it is if he does
not know.
)
17. Leave the [bananas] and apple on the table, put down the
watermelon (substituted by a picture of a pear) picture
and say, "What is this?" (Tell the child what it is if he
does not know.)
18. Put the pictures close together and say, "What are all of
these called?" Point with your finger circling the three
pictures as you ask the question.
Prepositions: Receptive
Again, place the turtle and small box on the table in
front of S and then say to the S
:
19. Put the turtle on top of the box.
20. Hold the turtle above the box.
21. Put the turtle under the box.
22. Put the turtle in the box.
23. Put the triangle on the table and ask, "What is this?"
(Tell S if he does not know.)
24. Keep the triangle on the table, put down the square and
say, "What is this?" (Tell S if he does not know.)
25. Keep the triangle and square on the table, put down the
circle and say, "What is this?" (Tell S if he does not
know .
)
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26. Put the objects close together and say, "What are all of
these called?"
27. Give the S the cup and say, "What is this?" Record whole
response. Follow the same procedure as with the turtle.
28. Spread the picture of animals, flowers, and tools on the
table and say, "Tell me which pictures go together.
Now place them in groups (piles) and then ask, "Why did
you sort them this way?"
29. Let the S handle the sponge. Say, "The sponge is big
and soft . Then give S the small block and say, "The
sponge is big and soft, what can you tell me about this?"
APPENDIX H
LANGUAGE SCREEN SCORING CRITERIA
Score all items as correct or incorrect. Correct items
score one point. (Maximum score = 25.)
Part I
Response to items 5 and 6 may be verbal or the child may
point to the objects.
Both "car" and "turtle" are correct in 6, although the
child need select only one. If the response is "car" or
"turtle" plus one of the other two articles, the response is
incorrect
.
To item 7 the child must answer "turtle" or "this is a
turtle." "Frog," "toad," or "turkey" are not accepted.
Responses to item 27 may be "cup" or "glass". The res-
ponse may include an adjective that accurately describes the
cup, e.g., "a red cup," "a plastic cup."
The child’s response to item 8 should be the polar
opposite of the stimulus and/or the negation of that stimulus.
Random responses, although accurate, are not accepted unless
included with polar opposite or negation response.
Response to item 9 should be the polar opposite of the
stimulus. A negation, "this is not blue" is also correct.
Random responses alone are not accepted.
The child must place the toys as he is directed by the
examiner for items 10 and 13.
Response to item 14 must be plural. Accepted answers
are
:
a red car and a blue car
a car and a jeep
cars
These are cars,
vehicles
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The following are incorrect replies:
trucks
a car
Items 1 to 4 require the child to accurately express
where the turtle has been placed by the examiner. "Inside"
is correct in 3. "Above" is accepted in 4. "There" is not
accepted
.
The child must place the turtle as he is directed by
the examiner for items 19 to 22. In item 20 the child must
hold the turtle over the box. Passing the turtle from one
side of the box to the other side in incorrect.
Correct responses to item 15 include "apple," "a apple,"
"an apple," "fruit," "this is an apple," or "that is an apple."
Responses to 16 must be plural. Accepted responses are
"grapes," "fruit," "some grapes," "these are grapes," "this
is some grapes." The following are not correct: "grape,"
"berries," "strawberries," "blueberries," "cherries."*
Response to item 17 should be "watermelon," "melon,"
or "fruit." "Cantaloupe" is incorrect.**
Response to 18 must be "fruit" or "food." An enumera-
tion of items 35 to 37 is incorrect.
"Triangle" is the only correct answer for item 23.
Response to 24 must be "a square." "Rectangle" is not
correct
.
"Circle" is the correct response for item 25. Unaccept-
able replies are "round," "ball," and "toy."
The correct responses in item 26 are "shapes" or "forms."
Enumeration of items 23 to 25 is incorrect.
The adjective "block" may be used with responses to
items 23 to 26.
The child must select all three pictures of each category
in items 28. To choose only one or two of the correct three
cards, or to choose the correct three and others, is incorrect.
"Flowers," "tools," and "animals" are the correct answers
for the second part of #28. To name each flower, etc. is not
acceptable
.
* A picture of bananas was substituted.
** A picture of a pear was substituted.
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The response in item 29 may be a polar opposite and/or
a negation of the stimulus. "A hard block" is accepted, "An
orange block" is not correct.
Items 30 to 31:
Record responses verbatim. Do not score.
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Part II
Certain procedures are used in scoring the number of attri-
butes used in items 7b, 14b, and 27b. In each of these items
the responses may be words or phrases. Complete sentences, and
exact noun-verb agreement are not required.
Repeated attributes are credited only once. However, if
the child gives a description, then repeats it more fully, the
more complex response is scored, and the less complete res-
ponse is ignored, e.g.. The car can go. (function) The car
can go fast, (modifier) Only the modifier is counted.
The categories of attributes in order of increasing
complexity and their definitions are:
1. Functions (Contextual-relational) description of the
object by what it does or is used for.
e.g.. The turtle crawls.
You can drink out of it.
Cars go.
2. Nouns (Descriptive-part whole) use of a noun alone to
label or describe the object.
e.g.. It has a shell.
It has a bottom.
They have wheels.
Adjectives (Descriptive-part whole) use of adjectives
or adverbs alone to describe the object.
e.g.
,
It is green.
It is red.
They are little.
3.
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4. Modifiers (Descriptive-part whole) use of a noun or
verb plus an adjective or adverb to describe the
obj ect
.
e.g., Turtles can swim in ponds.
It is a red glass.
You can drive fast on the
highway
.
5. Classification (Conceptual) use of the category or
generic name for the object.
e.g., This is a play turtle.
It is a real glass.
This is a convertible.
Statements that are not true are not scored. For example,
the cup was red. If the child said "It is a blue cup," the
child is not credited for use of an adjective with noun.
Vague descriptions are not scored. The cup had a bump
on the bottom which was observed by many of the children. If
the response was "it has sumpin* here," no credit Is given
as the child’s vocabulary is not sufficient for him to give
an accurate description.
Particular responses and their scoring include:
7b. He be in water, (one function)
He could walk, he could crawl, (two functions)
It's not real, he’s a play turtle, (two classifications)
14. A list of things that can be drunk from the cup.
(one function)
It is made of plastic, (one modifier)
It is made of glass, (no credit)
27. One goes this way and one goes that way. (one function)
This car grey inside, (one modifier)
Steering wheel, (one noun)
Jeep (classification)
Volkswagen "
convertible "
fastback "
not real "
"Ain’t" is an acceptable contraction throughout the
language screen.
APPENDIX I
Language Screen Response
Score Sheets
N3.me
__Date tested
Class Pre-test Post-test
Use of Attributes: Items 7,14,27
Turtle Cup/Glass Cars Total
Functions # %Total # %Total § %Total # %Total
Tl
Nouns
1 I
1 1
1 I
1 1
1 1
1 1
Adjectives | |
1 1
1 1
1 1
1 1
Modifiers
I |
1 1
1 1
1 1
1 1
Classifications | | 1 1 ___
1 i
1 1
TOTAL 100% 100%. 100% 100%
Comments
:
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Use of Attributes: Items 8,9,29
Use of negative
8
No. %
9
• No.
29 •
.No. %
Tc
No.
tal
%
Use of opposite 1 1
Function 1
1
1
Attributes
1
1
1
Nonsense Respons<
1
i
1
1
1
1
TOTAL
1
1
1
1
1
- Comments:
Item 28: Reasons for groups
Part-Whole
Animals
No.
Tools Flowers
No. % Nb.
Total
No. %
Function
Other (?)
TOTAL
Comments
:
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Directions: Be sure to gather all the data asked for in the
response sheet, A subjects failure to respond or a response
completely irrelevant to the task will not be coded. The items
will be left blank; lack of response therefore will be inferred.
Tape record the whole session.
Expressive
:
1. Record response:
Correct
Incorrect
2. Record response:
Correct
Incorrect
3. Record response:
Correct
Incorrect
4. Record response:
Correct
Incorrect
5. Correct
Incorrect
Object Stated
6. Correct
Incorrect
Object Stated
7a. "What is this?"__
Correct_
Does not recognize turtle
b. Responses: "Tell me all you can about the turtle"
Plurals
Noun-verb Agree.
Complete Sent.
"And"
Complete Sentence
Noun-verb Agreement
Complete Sentence
Noun-verb Agreement
Complete Sentence
Noun-verb Agreement
Complete Sentence
Noun-verb Agreement
"But/or"
1428.
Record Responses:
This block is big (thick) ( Polar opposite)
This block is blue
.
^Random response)
This block is red. ^Random response)
This block is big and blue. ( Polar opposite 8 random
response)
This block is not thin. ^Negation)
This block is not small and not red. ^Double negation)
This block is big and not red. ^Polar opposite 6
negation)
This block is blue and not small. ^Random response 8
negation)
9.
Record response:
This block is red. (Polar opposite)
This block is thin. (Random response)
This block is red and thin.
^
(Polar opposite 8
The block is not blue and is thin. (Negation 8
Random response)
This block is not thick. ^(Random negation)
This block is not blue and not thick. (Double negation)
This block is red and not thick. (Polar opposite 8
negation)
10.
Item moved first: Car (P) Turtle (R)—
Response: Correct
Incorrect If so, where?
Item moved first: Bird (P)^
Response: Correct
Incorrect
____
If sOj
Duck (R)
where?
11 .
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12. Item moved first: Turtle (P)__ Car (R)
Response: Correct
Incorrect If so, where?
13. Item moved first: Car (P) Bird (R)
Response: Correct
Incorrect If so, where?
14a. "What are these?"
Correct_
Does not recognize cars
b. Response: "Tell me all you can about the cars."
Plurals
Noun-verb Agree.
Complete Sent.
"And"
"But/or"
15. Record response
Correct
Incorrect
16. Record response:
Correct
Incorrect
17. Record response:
Correct
Incorrect
18. Record response:
Correct
Incorrect
Receptive :
19. Correct
Incorrect__
If incorrect, where did ^ place turtle?
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20
.
21 .
22 .
23.
24.
25.
26.
27a
b
Correct
Incorrect
If incorrect, where did S place turtle?
Correct
Incorrect
If incorrect, where did S place turtle?
Correct
Incorrect
If incorrect, where did £ place turtle?
Record response:
Correct
Incorrect
Record response:
Correct
Incorrect
Record response:
Correct
Incorrect
Record response:
Correct
Incorrect
.
"What is this?"
Correct
Does not recognize cup
.
Responses : "Tell me all you can about the cup"
Plurals
Noun-verb Agree.
Complete Sent.
”
"And"
"But/ or"
Pictures grouped: 1. Horse Cat Dog
3 of 3 1 of 3
2 of 3 0 of 3
Pictures grouped: 2. Hammer Saw Rake
3 of 3 1 of 3
2 of 3 0 of 3
Pictures grouped: 3. Tulip Daisey Mum
3 of 3 1 of 3
2 of 3 0 of 3
4. Reasons for grouping 1.
5. Reasons for grouping 2.
6. Reasons for grouping 3.
29. Record response:
Small * (Polar opposite) Not soft_
Hard (Polar opposite)
Not big 8 not soft (Dbl. Neg.)
Small £ Hard (Dbl. P.O.)
Small 8 not soft - (P.O. 8 Neg.)
Not big (Negation)
Not big 8 hard (Neg. 8 P.O.)
(Negat .
)
APPENDIX J
LANGUAGE SCREEN (SPANISH VERSION)
Directiones : Lea cada punto con cuidado. Presentelo tal
cual como esta escrito.
Preposiciones : Expresivo
Ponga la tortuga y una caja penquena sobre la mesa
delante del S. Diga, mientras senala cada objeto: "Esto
es una tortuga, e'sto es una caja."
Entonces
,
Expresivo :
1. Ponga la tortuga encima de la mesa y diga: 'ji)onde esta
la tortuga?"
2. Ponga la tortuga debajo de la caja, diga: ’^Donde esta
la tortuga?"
3. Ponga la tortuga adentro de la caja, diga: 'liDonde esta
la tortuga?"
4. Sostenga la tortuga en el aire encima de la caja y diga:
"iDonde esta'' la tortuga?"
5. Ponga el pato, la tortuga, el pajaro y el carro delante
del S. Pidale al S que le de el objeto que no es un
animal
.
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6. Vuelva a colocar el carro y diga: "Deme una cosa que
no vuela."
7. Dele al S la tortuga y pregunte: 'liEsto que es?" Anote
toda la respuesta. (Si el ninb no reconoce la tortuga,
marque el espacio y entonces le dice que es.)
Digale al S: "Digame todo lo que puede de esta
tortuga." Digale al S que la coja en sus manos
,
que
la voltee, que la mire, etc. Anote la totalidad de sus
respuestas. Siga motivando al S para que le cuente
ma"s sobre la tortuga. Pare cuando el S diga: "No
mas," o cuando el comience a repetirse. Obtenga toda la
informacion que pueda.
8. Ponga los dos bloques (el uno rojo y delgado, el otro
azul y grueso) , sobre la mesa delante del S. Ponga su dedo
sobre el bloque rojo y diga: "Este bloque es delgado
(flaco)" Ponga el dedo sobre el bloque azul y diga,
'iQue me puede decir de este bloque?"
9. Mantenga los bloques sobre la mesa. Ponga el dedo sobre
el bloque azul y diga: "Este bloque no es rojo" Ponga
el dedo sobre el bloque rojo y diga: '^Que me puede
decir de este bloque?"
Coloque en linea recta sobre la mesa delante del sujeto,
y con una separacion entre cada object de unos 5
Qei^-timetros
,
en este orden y comenzando por el lado
izquierdo del S, el pajaro, la tortuga, el pato, y el
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carro . Es posible que el S no entienda las
. .instrucciones
. Repitalas si es necesario. No debe
,
sin embargo, corregir* al S cuando comienza la operacion.
Diga entonces:
10. Ponga el carro al lado de la tortuga . Repita dos o tres
veces si es necesario. (Ponga los objetos en la
posicion original.)
11. Ponga el pajaro antes del pato (Coloque los objetos
otra vez )
.
12. Ponga la tortuga adelante del carro (Coloque los
objetos ensu posicioli original).
/
13. Ponga el carro detras del paj aro (Coloque los objetos
en posicion original).
14. Dele al S ambos carros y diga: 'jEstos que son?"
Anote la respuesta, Siga el mismo procedimiento que
siguio con la tortuga y con la taza.
15. Deje la lamina de la manzana sobre la mesa, coloque
alii la lamina de las uvas
, y diga: 'iQue son estas?"
(Digale al nine si no sabe.)
16. Deje las uvas y la manzana sobre la mesa, ponga la
lamina de una sandia y pregunte: "Que es esto?"
(Digale al nine si el no sabe.)
Junte todas la laminas y diga, 'iComo se llaman todas
y
estas cosas?" Senale con el dedo haciendo un circulo
alrededor de las tres laminas mientras pregunta esto.
17.
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Receptivo :
18. Ponga la tortuga encima de la caja.
19. Ponga la tortuga sobre la caja. (I don't think that
the majority of Colombians can distinguish validly
between encima de and sobre without adding something,
because they both mean the same thing, over.)
20. Ponga la tortuga debajo de la caja.
21. Ponga la tortuga adentro de la caja.
(The composite adverial and prepositional forms with
"de" are the ordinary way of expression in Colombia,
instead of the pure prepositions "bajo," "sobre," or
just plain "en" which has lost much of its meaning
because of being too common.)
22. Ponga la lamina de una manzana sobre la mesa delante
del S. y pregunte: '^Que es esto?" (Digale al nino
que"" es si el no lo sabe.)
23. Ponga la lamina de un triangulo sobre la mesa y
pregunte: 'il^Que esta pintado en esta lamina?" (Digale
si el nino no sabe.)
24. Deje el triangulo sobre la mesa, ponga una lamina de
un cuadrado
, y diga: *£[be que es esta lamina?"
(Digale al A si el no sabe.)
25. Deje el triangulo y el cuadrado sobre la mesa y coloque
una lamina de un circulo, diciendo: '^e que es esta
lamina?" (Digale al nino si no sabe.)
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26. Ponga las laminas bien juntas y pregunte: 'HCoino se
Hainan todas ^stas?"
27. Dele al S la taza y diga: 'tQue es esto?" Anote toda
la repuesta. Siga haciendo lo mismo que hizo con la
tortuga.
28. Ponga las laminas de animales
,
flores y herramientas
sobre la mesa. Diciendo: "Digame cuales laminas
deben ir juntas. Coloquelas en montones (grupos)."
Entonces pregunte: '^Porque'^ las junto asiV'
Preguntele al S cada pregunta. Repitala 2 y 3 veces
hasta estar seguro de que el ninb ha entendido.
( Suspenda cuando juzque que la tarea es demasiado
dificil para que S la entienda.)
29. Deje que el S manosee la esponja. Diga: "La esponja
es grande y blandita." Entonces dele al S un bloque
pequeno y diga: "La esponja es grande y blandita,
ie'^sto que es?" (Would it be permissible to indicate
the desired answer by asking "how is this," '^'como
es esto?")
/
30. Digale al S: "Si como demsiados helados (?), yo....
(que?
)
31. "Si le diera helados y dulces (caramelos, bombones),
/ / • r, .1
cual se comeria primero?
32. "Porque se comeria primero?"
APPENDIX K
Language Screen (Spanish Version)
Nombre Ciudad/Escuela
Grado Edad Sexo Fecha de Prueba
1. Esta bien
No esta bien Repuesta
2. Esta bien
No esta bien Repuesta
3. Esta"” bien
No esta"" bien Repuesta
4. Esta"" bien
No esta"" bien Repuesta
5. Repuesta: Gallina Tortuga Paj aro Carro
6 . Repuesta: Gallina Tortuga
/
Pa j aro Carro
7. a)<iQue es e'sto?
b) Repuesta
8. Repuesta
9 . Repuesta
10-13.
CARRO GALLINA TORTUGA PAJARO
14.
a.)dQ\ie es e^sto?
b) Repuesta
15. Esta bien No esta bien lo llamo_
16. Esta bien No esta bien lo llamo_
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17. Esta bien No esta bien lo llamo""
00 Repuesta:
19. Esta bien
No esta bien Puso"" la tortuga
20. Esta'" bien
No esta bien Puso la tortuga
21. Esta*^ bien
No esta'" bien Pusd" la tortuga
22. Esta bien
No esta^ bien Puso"^ la tortuga
23. Esta bien No esta bien lo
/
llamo
CM Esta bien No esta"^ bien lo llamo
LOCM Esta bien /No esta bien lo llamd
•
CDCM Repuesta:
27. a)(^Que es esto?
b) Repuesta;
28.
29.
1 Porque sabes
Repuesta
:
que vayan juntos?
30 . a) ^ A A
b) ^ A A
0) ^ A A
31. Repuesta:
32. Repuesta: Por que?
Tiempo:
Notas
:
APPENDIX L
SAMPLE INSTRUCTION FOR LESSON NINE
(GDBSE)
The first three sentences demonstrated in Lesson 9
in the GDBSE:
[The child and researcher both wearing earphones
as the child listens then repeats. The child's
responses were recorded; the researcher listened
to the tape and noted the mistakes the child made.
A line / across a phoneme, and the morpheme circled,
indicates that the child did not pronounce them
correctly or omitted them. Words or letters writ-
ten above (a word or letter) are the words or let-
ters which the child substituted and which deviate
from the model (taking into consideration differ-
ences in dialect or vocabulary).]
Narrator: (The narrator is the pre-recorded model in the
tapes. Also, the narrator gives a short explanation at
the beginning of the story.)
/
Aqui es donde vive Irma.
This is where Irma lives.
THIS IS WHERE IRMA LIVES.
^
(Child repeats the words in
capital letters, i.e., after
the model, word by word.)
(This child did not respond
The researcher stopped the
"Assistant" and talked about
the picture and asked the
child to say after her what
the model said.
the above modelled sentence.)
Narrator:
"Let us repeat."
The model and child repeat
together at a regular pace.
Esta senora es la mama de Irma.
This woman is Irma’s mother.
THI2 WOMAN IS IRMA’S MOTHER.
Narrator:
"Repeat with me."
The model and child repeat
together.
Hay otros nines en la fiesta.
There are other children at
the party.
SH
THERE ARE OTHER CHILDREN
AT THE PARTY.
(The child repeats.)
Narrator:
"Please say with me."
The model and child
repeat together.
R- "Let's repeat again
—
after me." (Researcher)
puts more emphasis on the
word endings
.
Sometimes the children
tried to repeat the first
sentence after the model.
(This child also repeated
the Spanish translation.)
He was also better at re-
peating slower than when
said at regular pace. Here
the researcher spent some
time asking questions
like: Are Gloria and David
the only children at the
party? so that the child
could repeat the sentence
again—the researcher pro-
vided words that would help
him hear and produce the
sounds "car," "where,"
"chair;" the researcher
concentrated on /r/ sounds
here so as not to confuse
the child, also showed the
child where to place his
tongue
.
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